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Empowering Foster Care Youth 
Tara Batista 
  
 This study explores various youth empowerment programs for young people aging out of 
foster care in the U.S. Youth Empowerment Programs (YEPs) are interventions that encourage 
youth to make meaningful decisions about program design, implementation, and/or evaluation. 
This dissertation employed three methods to contribute to the evidence-base on the effect of 
YEPs for youth aging out of foster care: a qualitative historical study, a comprehensive literature 
review, and a quantitative cross-sectional survey that utilized a contemporaneous comparison 
group.  
 The historical study examined the different program aspects of the Children‟s Aid 
Society (CAS) to see if there were any empowering parts. CAS was the precursor to the modern 
day foster care system in the U.S. The study found that much of the programming that occurred 
in the Boys Lodging Houses in New York City could be classified as youth-led or youth-
informed. Specifically, the children‟s bank, lending library, and military cadet companies 
provide detailed examples of youth participating in meaningful programmatic decision-making. 
Other program aspects in the boys lodging houses could be classified as youth dominated or 
anarchical. The child placement process was found to be disempowering. There was very little 
evidence of younger children and girls engaging in programmatic decision-making. 
 The literature review included four studies from 2,631 potentially relevant titles and 
abstracts. Three of the four studies were qualitative and no randomized controlled trials were 
found, thus meta-analysis was not possible. The review found that the state of the evidence of the 
 
 
effectiveness of YEPs for youth aging out of foster care is sparse and methodologically weak. 
All four studies found that YEP participation improved various youth development outcomes. 
One study reported three iatrogenic effects for a subset of youth.  
 The cross-sectional survey examined the level of psychological empowerment of 193 
foster care alumni (ages 18-25) who did (n= 99) and did not (n=94) participate in at least one 
YEP in Florida. Those who participated in a YEP experienced significantly higher perceived 
control (B = .25, p =.007), motivation to influence their environments (B = .30, SE B =.09, p 
=.001), self-efficacy for socio-political skills, and participatory behavior (B = .586, SE B= .136, 
p =.000), than non-YEP participants even when controlling for age at program entry, gender, 
race, time in foster care, number of placements, and Pinellas County location.  
 Findings from this dissertation suggest that youth empowerment is possible in child 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Scope of the problem 
   As of September 30, 2012, there were 397,122 children in public care in the United States 
(Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System, 2012). Children who leave foster 
care are supposed to go to a safe, permanent family – either by reunifying with a biological 
parent, living with a guardian, or becoming adopted.  During that same year, however, more than 
23,396 of those youth (10% of children exiting the system) “aged out” of foster care – in other 
words, they were forced to leave care at the statutory age of discharge without ever having 
acquired a family and without a transitional support structure (McCoy-Roth, DeVooght, & 
Fletcher, 2010). Since 1998, almost 388,090 youth have “aged out” of care. The following table 
displays the number of youth who age out of foster care every year.  
Table 1.1 Trends of Youth Aging out of Foster Care in the U.S. 
Year Number of youth  
Who have Aged Out 
Total Number in  
Foster Care 
% of Exits from Foster 
Care that were to 
Emancipation 
1998 17,310 559,000 3.1 
1999 18,964 567,000 3.3 
2000 20,172 552,000 3.7 
2001 19,039 545,000 3.5 
2002 20,358 533,000 3.8 
2003 22,432 520,000 4.3 
2004 23,121 517,000 4.5 
2005 24,407 513,000 4.9 
2006 26,517 510,000 5.2 
2007 29,730 491,000 10 
2008 29,516 463,000 10 
2009 29,471 423,773 11 
2010 27,854 408,425 11 
2011 26,286 400,540 11 
2012 23,396 397,122 10 




In Florida (the geographical area in which the empirical part of the proposed study is based), 
18,753 children lived apart from their families in out-of-home care (Child Welfare League of 
America, 2012) and 3,465 of these youth aged out of foster care in 2010 (Adoption and Foster 
Care Analysis and Reporting System, 2010).  
Negative Outcomes for Youth Aging out of Foster Care  
 Youth leaving foster care are at a considerable disadvantage compared to their 
counterparts from traditional family structures (Montgomery, Donkoh, & Underhill, 2006). 
Those leaving care have to deal with the same major life challenges facing most young adults, 
but do so at a much younger age (Stein, 2004). Youth leaving foster care confront more 
developmental, psychosocial and economic challenges than their peers outside the child welfare 
system (Courtney, 2005). Compared to the general population, these youth are more likely to be 
unemployed, undereducated, homeless, dependent on public assistance, experience premature 
parenting, and to suffer from substance abuse and psychiatric disorders (Donkoh, Underhill, & 
Montgomery, 2006; Massigna & Pecora, 2004; Nelson, 2001; Stein, 2004). Foster care alumni 
are also more likely to experience contact with the criminal justice system than their peers in the 
general population (Havalchack, Roller White, & O‟Brien, 2008). Specific statistics describing 
these negative outcomes are detailed below.  
As previously mentioned, leaving care is associated with a higher risk for homelessness. 
Specifically, in the Midwest evaluation of the Adult Functioning of Former Foster Youth, Mark 
Courtney and colleagues tracked outcomes of 732 youth aging out of care in Illinois, Iowa, and 
Wisconsin at ages 17 or 18, 19, 21, and 23 or 24, and 26. Their 2007 survey of outcomes at age 
21 found that around 25% of foster care youth were homeless at some point upon exiting care 
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(Courtney, Dworsky, Cusick, Havlicek, Perez, & Keller, 2007). Their 2011 report of outcomes at 
age 26 showed that 31% of the sample had ever been homeless or couch surfed since the last 
interview and 1.3% were homeless at the time of the interview compared to 0% of the 
Adolescent Health Study sample of youth in the general population (Courtney, Dworsky, Brown, 
Cary, Love, & Vorhies, 2011).  In Florida, 28% of youth 18-22 who were aging out of care in 
2011 and 2012 reported that they had spent at least one night homeless in the past 12 months 
(Armstrong & Davis, 2012) and in 2012, 40% said they moved from house to house because they 
did not have a permanent place to stay (Cby25 Initiative, Inc., 2012). 
Foster care alumni are also more likely to experience higher unemployment and 
dependency on public assistance compared to their peers in the general population (Havalchack, 
Roller White, & O‟Brien, 2008). Many studies report that less than half of former foster youth 
were employed at the time of study (Brandford & English, 2004; Courtney, 2005; Courtney et 
al., 2011), and many were living below the household poverty line (Brandford & English, 2004; 
Pecora et al., 2005).  By age 26, youth in the Midwest Evaluation earned a median yearly income 
of $8,950 compared to $27,310 that youth in the general population earned (Courtney et al., 
2011).  In this same study, 71% of young women and 40 % of young men received government 
assistance from one or more means-tested programs (TANF, Food Stamps, SSI, WIC or housing 
assistance).  In the Florida NYTD survey, only 14% of young adults aged 18-22 who were aging 
out of foster care had any job (part time, full time, temporary, or seasonal) in 2011, and in 2012 
that statistic only increased to 19%. Of those who had jobs in 2012, only 4% worked full time. 
Of those who worked full or part time, 44.2% earned the Florida minimum wage of $7.25/hour 
or less. In this same sample, 11% were receiving social security payments, 47% were receiving 
public food assistance, and 9% were receiving government housing assistance (Armstrong & 
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Davis, 2012). These forms of government assistance are in addition to the Road to Independence 
(RTI) funds that the government provides to 78.6% of youth aging out of foster care, although 
the attrition rate for receiving RTI funds is as follows: at age 19, only 51.2% of those who aged 
out of care still receive benefits, at age 20, only 38.1%, at age 21, only 37.2%, and at age 22, 
only 26.2% (Florida Department of Children and Families, 2011). 
Foster care youth and alumni also demonstrate lower academic skills, secondary school 
graduation rates, and entry into post-secondary education than the general population (Donkoh, 
Underhill, & Montgomery, 2006; Massigna & Pecora, 2004; Nelson, 2001; Stein, 2004). Nearly 
25% of young adults in the Midwest Evaluation had not obtained a high school diploma or GED 
at age 21 (Courtney et al., 2007). The young adults in that study did not fare much better by age 
26. At age 26, still, 19.9% of young adults in the Midwest study had no high school diploma or 
GED compared to only 6.1 % of youth in the general population (Courtney et al., 2011).  In 
Florida, 54% of 18-22 year olds who took the National Youth in Transition Survey completed 
grade 12 or had a GED in 2011. In 2012, that number only increased to 57%. These numbers are 
misleading, however, as they combine high school diploma with GED or high school 
equivalency diploma, and certificate of completion. Only 35% of that sample had a regular high 
school diploma (Cby25 Initiative, Inc. 2012). The graduation rate for the entire state for the 
2011-2012 school year was 74.5% (Stewart, 2012). Only standard diplomas (not GED-based or 
special diplomas) are counted as graduates in this aforementioned state rate. Not surprisingly, 
young people in foster care enroll in college at significantly lower rates than their peers. 
Merdinger, Hines, Lemon, and Wyatt (2005) found that between 10% -30% of young people in 
foster care enrolled in college compared to 60% of young people not in care. The Northwest 
Alumni study found that only 2% of young people in foster care completed college (Pecora, et 
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al., 2005). In Florida, 3% of Florida National Youth in Transition Database survey respondents 
(young adults age 18-22) had completed post-secondary education in 2011. In 2012, this figure 
more than doubled to 7% (Armstrong & Davis, 2012). However, only 3.6% had an Associate‟s 
degree or higher. In 2010, 36.2% of Floridians 25-34 years old had an Associate‟s degree or 
higher (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). 
Aging out of care is also associated with more crime, incarceration, and premature 
parenting. The Midwest Evaluation found that around one-third of foster care youth have been 
arrested by age 21 (Courtney et al., 2007). By age 26, 69.1% of the youth in the Midwest 
Evaluation had ever been arrested compared to 25.9% of the Adolescent Health Study 
comparison youth. Furthermore, by age 26, 42% of the Midwest Evaluation foster youth had 
been convicted of a crime compared to only 11.5% of the Adolescent Health comparison group. 
In fact, by age 26, a statistically significantly higher percentage of youth aging out of care in the 
Midwest Evaluation indicated their involvement in every criminal justice outcome measured 
compared to youth in the Adolescent Health Study (ever arrested, arrested since age 18, ever 
convicted, convicted since age 18, ever incarcerated, incarcerated since age 18) (Courtney et al., 
2011). Another study by Chapin Hall found that youth who had formerly been in foster care were 
over ten times more likely to report having been arrested since age 18 than young people in a 
comparison group (Cusick & Courtney, 2007). In Florida, the criminal justice outcomes for 
youth aging out of care are similar as 40% of youth ages 18-22 who took the NYTD survey 
indicated that they had ever been arrested, and 30% admitted that they had been incarcerated 
(Cby25 Initiative, Inc. 2012).  As previously mentioned, youth aging out of care are at risk of 
early parenting. The Midwest Evaluation found that 71% of females aging out of foster care 
became pregnant before age 21 compared to only 34% of the general population of females. 
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Among those who had been pregnant, 62% had been pregnant more than once compared to 33% 
of females in the comparison group. Half of the males in the Midwest Evaluation reported having 
gotten a female pregnant, compared to 19% in the comparison group (Courtney et al., 2007). In 
Florida, 20% of 18 year olds, 34% of 19 year olds, 40% of 20 year olds, 46% of 21 year olds, 
and 47% of 22 year olds in the NYTD survey already had children in 2012. By comparison, the 
teen birth rate (girls ages 15-19) in Florida was about 4% from 2004-2010 (King, 2013). In 2011, 
the percentage of births to mothers aged 18 and under was 4.6% and the percentage of 20-24 
year olds who had children was 4.2% (Florida Department of Health, 2011).  
Aging out of foster care is also associated with more substance abuse, physical, 
developmental and mental health problems. The Casey Young Adult Survey (CYAS) found that 
51.7% of foster care youth surveyed scored positive on a screening for alcohol problems as 
compared to 15.1% of young adults in the general population (Havalchack, Roller White, & 
O‟Brien, 2008). Twenty –five percent of the Midwest Evaluation participants reported using 
illegal substances, 23% of those users met the DSM-IV criteria for substance abuse and 20% met 
the criteria for substance dependence. One in five Midwest Evaluation participants reported 
having a chronic health condition. They were twice as likely as their peers in the Adolescent 
Health sample to describe their health as fair or poor and nearly twice as likely to report that a 
health condition or disability impedes their daily life (Courtney et al., 2011). Between 20-25% of 
foster care youth transitioning to adulthood have a recent diagnosable psychiatric disorder. The 
CYAS found that foster care youth are 2.1 times more likely to be depressed than the general 
population. Depression rates range from 11.6% to 42% (Courtney, Et al., 2005; Havalchack, 
Roller White, & O‟Brien, 2008) and 22% of youth in one study reported suicidal thoughts 
(Barth, 1990).  In the Midwest Evaluation, more than one-third of participants had a social 
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phobia, one in four reported experiencing depression, and more than one-third had symptoms of 
PTSD (Courtney et al., 2011). In Florida, 43% of the respondents on the 2012 NYTD survey had 
visited the emergency room for medical care, 17% of respondents indicated that they did not 
receive medical care for a physical health problem, and 14% were prescribed medication for a 
psychological or emotional problem during the past two years. Just over 6% of teens nationally 
take psychiatric medication (Mann, 2013). Clearly, youth aging out of foster care struggle more 
than their peers transitioning to adulthood in the general population.  
 Emotional trauma, separation from one‟s family, frequent placement and school changes 
among other disruptions that are characteristic of the foster care experience can leave young 
people feeling disempowered. These experiences, coupled with the fact that youth have been 
dependent on the state to make decisions regarding their current and future life options, may 
contribute to young people feeling like they have no control over their life circumstances and no 
role in society (Kaplan, Skolnick, and Turnbull, 2009; Tweddle, 2007). Indeed, this is exactly 
what researcher Donna Van Alst found in her qualitative study of youth participation in life 
decisions while in foster care.  
Negative outcomes: so what? Society cannot afford to ignore the negative outcomes that 
youth aging out of foster care experience. The president of the Annie E. Casey Foundation
1
 (one 
of the biggest funders of supports and services for youth aging out of care) argues “after 
spending thousands of dollars to care for young people during childhood, it is money down the 
drain to ignore their developmental needs in adolescence and then abandon them as young adults 
(Nelson, 2001). From a cost-benefit perspective, “providing the necessary supports and 
                                                          
1
 Annie E. Casey Foundation provides direct services for foster care youth in the U.S. and promotes advances in 
child-welfare practice and policy.  
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services,” for foster care youth, “entails relatively modest investments” compared to the gains of 
“increased workforce productivity and citizen engagement. At the same time, failing to support 
this group of at-risk youth” can “result in enormous costs in terms of wasted lives, disrupted 
communities, and the taxpayer burden of delinquency and dependence” (Foster Care Work 
Group
2
, 2004, p. 17).  The cost of inaction is substantial. A 1998 cost benefit analysis reported 
that the cost to society of letting just one youth enter a life of crime and addiction is $1.7 million 
to $2.3 million (Cohen, 1998).  A more recent study by Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative 
shows that, on average, for every young person who ages out of foster care, society pays 
$300,000 in costs such as public assistance, incarceration, and lost wages over that person‟s 
lifetime (Stangler, 2013). Whatever the full cost to society may actually be, it is clear that 
something needs to be done to improve outcomes for youth aging out of foster care.  
Youth Empowerment Programs: A potential solution? 
Growing evidence suggests that Youth Empowerment Programs (YEPs) may improve 
outcomes for youth leaving foster care (Freudlinch, 2010; Kaplan, Skolnick, and Turnbull, 
2009). YEPs include youth in the design, implementation, and/or evaluation of the program 
(Morton & Montgomery, 2011; Zimmerman, 1995). In the past decade, older adolescents in the 
foster care system have participated in some of these programs; however, little is known about 
the processes and outcomes associated with these programs.  
 Empowerment is both a process and an outcome and this research will examine both 
forms. According to Zimmerman (1995), empowering processes are how people, organizations, 
and communities become empowered. Empowered outcomes are the consequences of 
                                                          
2
 The Foster Care Work Group (FCWG) is comprised of a board of experts and practitioners from the child welfare 
field in the U.S. The FCWG produces the “Connected by 25” research literature.  
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empowering processes. Zimmerman (1995) asserts empowering processes are a series of 
experiences in which individuals learn to see a closer connection between their goals and a sense 
of how to achieve those goals, gain greater access and possibly even control over resources, and 
where “people influence the decisions that affect their lives” (p.583). Empowering settings 
provide opportunities for empowering process such as shared decision- making, development of 
a group identity, skill development and participation in important tasks (Zimmerman, 1995).  
Youth serving programs that provide a structure or setting for these empowering processes are 
known as YEPs. The consequences of participating in these processes are empowered outcomes 
(Ozer & Schotland, 2011). Psychological empowerment is an empowered outcome at the 
individual level that combines perceptions, interactions, and behaviors that signify some amount 
of increased control over one‟s life circumstances and/or influence in one‟s relevant life 
domains. Specifically it is a multi-dimensional concept comprised of sociopolitical skills, 
motivation to influence, participatory behavior, and perceived control (Ozer & Schotland, 2011). 
Dissertation Aims 
 This study explores youth empowerment in the foster care system. Specifically, this 
research attempts to answer three questions: 
1. What were the empowering aspects of the Children‟s Aid Society (CAS) between 
1853-1899? 
2. What is the state of the evidence of the effectiveness of Youth Empowerment 




3. To what extent do YEPs affect psychological empowerment for youth aging out of 
care? How important is the role of youth involvement in organizational decision-
making with regards to psychological empowerment? 
This dissertation will try to answer these questions by:  1) examining the role of youth in shaping 
the foster care system historically, 2) reviewing outcomes of YEPs for youth aging out of foster 
care over the past 30 years, and 3) empirically investigating how a specific YEP affects youth 
aging out of care currently through the use of a cross-sectional survey.  
 The hypotheses for each part of the dissertation are described below: 
1. Hypothesis for Historical Section:  Youth will not be just passive recipients of CAS‟ 
services but there will be some evidence of them actively shaping the programming. 
2. Hypothesis for Literature Review: the state of the evidence on the impacts of YEPs on 
foster care adolescents‟ social and behavioral outcomes will be weak due to the scarcity 
of studies. No Randomized Controlled Trials (RCTs) are expected to be found. There will 
be some studies that report some favorable outcomes  
3. Hypothesis for Empirical Section:  Participants in YEPs will experience greater levels of 
psychological empowerment than youth not participating in a YEP. The reason for this 
increased level of psychological empowerment is because youth are more involved in 
programmatic decision-making in the YEP group than in the comparison group.  
Dissertation Plan 
 This section describes the dissertation‟s organization. Chapter 2 is a literature of YEPs 
and their outcomes for youth aging out of foster care. This chapter also explains how this 
dissertation contributes to the gaps in the literature of the effect of YEPs on youth aging out of 
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foster care. Because the research literature is scant in this area, the effectiveness of the most 
rigorously evaluated YEPs outside the foster care field is also reviewed.  
 Chapter 3 provides background on adolescence, theories relevant to adolescence and 
empowerment, a brief history of empowerment for different groups in the U.S., and a detailed 
explanation of youth empowerment theory. 
Chapter 4 provides an early example of youth empowerment program components that occurred 
in the 19
th
 century. This chapter focuses on the Children‟s Aid Society, a precursor to the modern 
foster care system. 
 Chapter 5 explains the study design and research methods used in the empirical portion of 
the dissertation. The empirical portion consists of a cross-sectional survey of youth aging out of 
care who have participated in YEPs and a comparison group of emancipating youth who have 
not participated in a YEP in Florida.  
 Chapters 6 and 7 presents the results and conclusions respectively. Chapter 6 presents the 
bi-variate and multi-variate results separately. The bi-variate results examine differences 
between the two groups on quantitative program quality aspects (youth empowerment process 
components) as well as program outcomes (psychological empowerment components). Chapter 7 
interprets the findings within the context of the extant literature and discusses the study 
limitations. This chapter concludes by discussing the implications of these findings for social 








Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 
Introduction and Chapter Plan 
This dissertation attempts to fill several gaps in the literature. In 2009, Kaplan, Skolnik, 
and Turnbill reported that, “a review of the empirical literature indicates that no published, peer-
reviewed studies on youth empowerment have specifically focused on youth in foster care” (p. 
136).  This statement might have been true when Kaplan and colleagues reviewed the literature 
in 2008, but since then, a few, mostly qualitative, studies have been published.  Still, collectively, 
Kaplan and colleagues review and the literature review for this dissertation speaks to the dearth 
of scientifically rigorous evaluations of Youth Empowerment Programs (YEPs) for young people 
aging out of foster care. To the best of this author‟s knowledge, the empirical portion of this 
dissertation will be the first quantitative study using validated measures and a comparison group 
to scientifically measure the extent to which YEPs produce psychological empowerment for 
youth aging out of care.  
Recently, as part of her doctoral dissertation, Van Alst (2012) did a literature review of 
the outcomes of youth participating in decision-making in foster care and found that “a 
significant limitation of research in this area is that it rarely extends beyond describing the 
quantity and quality of participatory opportunities experienced by youth in care” (p. 76). This 
author came to the same conclusion during her literature review for this dissertation. Van Alst‟s 
qualitative research covered decision-making on the individual level, not in the programmatic or 
organizational sense. Her research also did not incorporate quantitative measures of 
empowerment and decision-making. However, Van Alst‟s work is very important in that it 
revealed that many youth in the foster care system do not have opportunities to participate in any 
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important decisions about their lives. This finding is represented in her themes of “being 
voiceless”, “no control”, “not being heard”, “I can talk for myself”, “being spoken for”, and 
“powerlessness” (p. 257).  She found that “informants expressed a desire state their preferences, 
to influence decisions, and to make decisions themselves” (p. 260). She recommended that 
“foster children would benefit from expanded opportunities to be involved in decisions about 
their lives while in care” (p. 271). Van-Alst also suggested that “participating in life decisions 
while in foster care could contribute to empowerment” and “may influence youth outcomes” 
(2012, p. 122). Similarly, this dissertation research suggests that participating in programmatic, 
organizational, policy, and/or evaluation decisions in a formal and bounded program could 
contribute to psychological empowerment in the short term and other youth development 
outcomes in the long term.  
Literature Review of YEPs for Youth Aging Out of Care 
 
 The literature review portion of the dissertation will report on a variety of empowered 
and well-being outcomes that result from YEP participation for youth aging out of foster care. 
The point of the literature review is to examine the effectiveness of YEPs for youth aging out of 
care; therefore studies that do not talk about empowerment from an organizational or 
programmatic perspective will not be included. The methodology for this literature review is 
explained below.  
 
 Literature review methodology. The section below will explain the study inclusion 
criteria regarding acceptable study designs, participants, types of interventions, and outcomes.  
Included and excluded studies.  Any study design was acceptable as long as it evaluated 
the effectiveness of at least one YEP for young people aging out of foster care. RCTs, quasi-
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randomized controlled trials, nonrandomized controlled studies, longitudinal studies with or 
without a comparison, pre-post studies with or without a control group, retrospective studies that 
include a contemporaneous or historical comparison group, and qualitative studies were eligible 
for inclusion. Studies that had a comparison could compare YEPs to standard care, another 
intervention, no intervention, or wait-list control.  Studies that do not evaluate the outcomes of 
YEP participation for youth exiting care will not be included.  
 Participants. Young people (typically aged 13-25) in the U.S. who have aged out or are 
aging out of foster care and attended an empowerment program are the focus of this literature 
review. No more than 25% of participants can be outside the age range of (13-25). Participants in 
other countries and participants who are not in foster care or transitioning from care will be 
excluded.  
 Included interventions. YEPs regularly involve youth in determining program design, 
activities, implementation, and/or evaluation. Programs must provide regular access to a 
supportive adult or older youth leader. Delivery could take place in community-based 
organizations, agencies, or school-based settings. Programs must convene regularly and last 
longer than one month.   
 Excluded interventions. Empowerment is process that takes time; therefore, no one-off 
singular event, such as a conference, workshop, or one-time consultation will be included. 
Additionally YEPs require peer interaction. Therefore interventions that focus on the individual, 
such as counseling, one-to-one mentoring, or therapy, will not be included.  
 Types of outcomes. Outcomes can be measured by self-report, a third party, researchers‟ 
observations, interviews or official records. This review will accept measures that are not well 
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validated.  Acceptable proximal outcomes are: psychological empowerment (or any of its 
subdomains of perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-political skills, and participatory 
behavior) self-esteem, positive identity, perceived competence, social supports and connections, 
emotional intelligence (social and emotional skills, relational competencies), coping and problem 
solving skills, and civic engagement. Accepted distal outcomes include, any pre-specified 
program related outcome (outcome that the intervention was intended to affect such as smoking 
cessation) educational outcomes, employment and economic related outcomes, and risk-taking 
behaviors. A framework of acceptable outcomes and interventions that guided the literature 
review presented on the following page. This framework is based on a review of the literature 













Figure 2.1 Framework for Literature Review 
 






















Increased self-efficacy, motivation to influence or 
control, perceived control, or outcome 
expectations 
Increased self-esteem or positive identity 
Increased emotional intelligence (includes social 
competencies & socio-political skills) 
Increased social supports & positive connections 
Increased civic engagement 
Increased coping and problem solving 
Increased participatory behaviors 
Distal Outcomes 
Decreased unhealthy risk taking behavior  
Increased academic achievement 
Increased economic wellbeing 
Program-specific outcomes 
 
Direct Intervention Effect 
Pro-social environment Adult Support 
Youth Involvement in 
Programmatic  
Decision-Making Asset-building Activities 
Core Process Components 
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Search methods for identification of studies 
 Electronic searches. Four major databases were searched for this review: CINAHL, 
Dissertation and Theses Abstracts, Social Service Abstracts, and Sociological Abstracts.  The 
researcher designed a search strategy that balanced sensitivity with specificity. She wanted to 
guard against missing potentially relevant studies, but did not want to be so broad as to capture 
everything. The general Boolean search strategy used is presented on the following page. Of 
course, these search terms had to be adapted to each database.  
 
Population: 
((“welfare care”) OR MH("Child Welfare") OR (out of home placement*) OR (MH"child 
welfare") OR (residential care) OR (MH "Foster Home Care") or (foster*).ab,ti. 
AND 
Intervention: 
(pyd OR cyd OR empower* OR youth ADJ engag* OR volunteer* OR youth ADJ advocacy OR 
youth ADJ activism OR youth ADJ development OR youth ADJ leader* OR youth 
ADJ1 decision-making OR youth ADJ driven OR youth ADJ run OR youth ADJ adult ADJ 
partnership* OR youth/adult ADJ partnership* OR youth-adult ADJ partnership* OR youth ADJ 
action OR youth ADJ1 involvement OR youth ADJ participation OR young ADJ people* ADJ 
participation OR youth ADJ led OR peer ADJ education OR peer ADJ led OR peer ADJ 
participation OR youth ADJ voice OR youth ADJ council* OR teen ADJ council* OR teen ADJ 





 Grey literature. A thorough search of the grey literature included contacting programs 
and foundations in the U.S. that have implemented or funded YEPs, and searching relevant 
institutional web-based publication databases. These additional “grey literature” sources include: 
Chapin Hall (University of Chicago), Annie E. Casey Foundation‟s Jim Casey Youth Leadership 
Initiative, Out-Of-School Time Program Research & Evaluation Database (Harvard Family 
Research Project), Innovation Center, National Clearinghouse on Families & Youth (US 
Administration of Children & Families), and Public/Private Ventures, Search Institute. A 
Professional Outreach table is in Appendix E. 
 
Results of the search 
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Studies excluded because they did 
not meet inclusion criteria (N=2,596) 
Studies discarded due to lack of 
relevant outcomes, not an evaluation, 
not a YEP, not in the U.S., most of the 
sample is not child welfare (N=31) 
Total final included studies (N =4)  
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 Flow of studies. Figure 4.2 illustrates the inclusion and exclusion process. The various 
searches produced 2,631 citations after discarding duplicates. Thirty-five studies/reports were 
initially deemed potentially relevant. Upon closer examination of the abstracts, only 10 
studies/reports appeared to meet inclusion criteria. Full papers were obtained for these 10 studies 
and after scoping, it was discovered that 5 did not meet the inclusion criteria, leaving 5 studies 
that may be included in the review. One study was a dissertation that is under embargo until the 
summer of 2014; therefore this researcher could not obtain it, leaving only four included studies. 
One of these four studies was found through the Grey literature search, through outreach with a 
practitioner.   
Study Descriptions 
 National Foster Youth in Action Network. Although the full study has not yet been 
published, in January of 2014, a brief summary of the preliminary results of Dr. Naccarato‟s 
longitudinal study of The National Foster Youth Action Network‟s (NFYAN) advocacy trainings 
project: A multi-state evaluation of positive youth development was published by Foster Youth 
in Action and presented at the Society for Social Work and Research Conference. The NFYAN 
is an intensive, year-long series of leadership and advocacy trainings (asset-building) for current 
and former foster care youth (regular interaction with peers) between the ages of 14-25 years in 
six states. The intervention delivers training retreats that vary in length and topics, but typically 
last two to three days with an average of eight hours of instruction during that time period. Youth 
participants typically attend three to five different trainings annually on average (not a one-off 
event). The trainers are former youth in care (older youth facilitator/positive trained adult). The 
trainings cover topics such as how to develop best practices for foster youth serving 
organizations, how to share resources, how to shape local and federal policy, and how to build a 
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stronger foster youth-led movement. The study engages foster care youth in many aspects of the 
study, including planning, advising, designing the survey instrument, and administering the 
survey. Wave 1 results of the study evaluate the impact of participating in NFYAN using a pre-
test post-test design on a sample of 247 youth that were administered a survey focuses on 
demographics, youth outcomes (identity affiliation, identify search, civic activism, self-efficacy, 
community supports, and supports and opportunities), and training efficacy prior to and at the 
end of the training. The data were analyzed using descriptive univariate statistics and bi-variate 
paired sample t-tests (dependent t-tests) to determine whether there was a difference in pre vs. 
post test scores. All outcomes were measured on a 4-point Likert scale. All scales were reliable, 
reporting Chronbach‟s alphas >.86. The majority of the youth were from California (69.2%), 
followed by Oregon (15.8%), Washington (2.8%), Nebraska (8.5%), Indiana (2.8%), and 
Massachusetts (.8%). Approximately 51.1% of study participants were females. The majority of 
youth identified as Caucasian (29.8%), then African-American (23.4%), Latino (22.2%), Bi-
racial (16.1%), Asian (2.8%), and Other (5.6%). The mean age was 19.47 years. On average, 
these youth spent 84.02 months in care (or about 7 years) and experienced 7.36 placements on 
average. All of the positive youth development outcomes that this dissertation‟s literature review 
is concerned with yielded statistically significant results except community support (the 
community support outcome maps most closely onto the proximal outcome of increased social 
supports and positive connections in Figure 4.1).  Post-intervention, the youth indicated 
increased civic activism (t= -6.11, df 231, p=.000); self-efficacy (t=-5.82, df 234, p = .000), and 
supports and opportunities   (t= -5.18, df 205, p = .000).  
 The intervention appears to meet the criteria of a YEP, but just barely. Ideally, the youth 
would meet more regularly than just 3-5 times per year. Although when the youth do meet, it is 
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for an intense and concentrated period of time (16-24 hours per training). The dosage for this 
YEP ranges from 48-120 hours per year, which amounts to about 4-10 hours per month. 
Although there is no minimum standard for the dosage of a YEP, it is debatable whether 48 
hours per year constitutes regular interaction with a group of peers. It appears that the trainings 
have enough attendees to be considered a group intervention although the Massachusetts group 
appears to only have 2 youth. However, having a wide variation of youth attendees per 
geographic location and a wide variation in dosage is quite common for YEPs. As we will see, 
the sample size varied widely across each Florida Youth Shine site. In a large statewide or 
regional advocacy network, some chapters or locations will undoubtedly be more active and 
successful than others.   
 The study effects might be inflated because of non-response bias. It appears that missing 
data have been deleted pairwise. The Foster Youth in Action website report that the wave 1 data 
consisted of a sample size of 285. Therefore, all of the outcomes Naccarato reported were 
missing data. The most egregious case of missing data was when Naccarato reported data for 
only 205 participants for the supports and opportunities outcome, a response rate of about 72%. 
The other 28 percent of respondents that did not answer could have experienced no change in 
supports and opportunities, or worse, iatrogenic effects for this outcome and this may have a 
large impact on the pre vs. post results.  
 Because the full study has not yet been published, it is unclear how youth outcomes were 
operationalized. Naccarato reports that youth helped develop the survey and that the measures 
report high internal consistency, but the validity was not discussed in any of the preliminary 
published materials about the study. 
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 There are further strengths and limitations to this study. While it is advantageous to have 
a longitudinal design (Dr. Naccarato is already collecting wave 2 data), the study would be more 
scientifically rigorous if it had a control group or comparison group to provide a counterfactual. 
A comparison group tells us what outcomes the youth would have had if they had not 
participated in NFYAN. Sometimes time passing changes outcomes, so simply taking pre and 
post measures is not enough to prove causality. Even having a comparison group is not enough 
to prove causality. To answer causal questions, participants should be randomly allocated to 
experimental and control groups. As with many child welfare evaluations of interventions, this 
study is not a randomized controlled trial and therefore the author cannot claim that the 
intervention is causing the changes in outcomes because she was not able to isolate the 
independent variable. The author also only ran bi-variate tests and therefore did not control for 
any observable variables in a multi-variate regression. Naccarato‟s study design and analysis 
cannot guarantee that the intervention is causing the change in youth development outcomes. 
Despite these limitations, Naccarato‟s study is the first quantitative evaluation of the effects of  
YEPs for youth aging out of care. She also has a sample of diverse youth that appears fairly 
representative of youth in care in the general population. She did not mention drawing a random 
probability sample from a sampling frame, so her sample might not actually be generalizable. 
 The Free Radical‟s youth forum. Researcher Wright participated in and evaluated a 
youth-adult forum in a northeastern city called, The Free Radicals. The group consists of youth 
currently in foster care, the juvenile justice system, inpatient and outpatient mental health, 
alternative schools, and independent living programs. Over the five years of the Free Radical‟s 
existence, the group membership consisted of 8 to 15 members between the ages of 12 and 22 
years. The group was balanced between males and females and was racially and ethnically 
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diverse. Several members identified as gay, lesbian, or bisexual and two members were teenage 
parents. The Free Radical‟s “purpose was to inform care providers and other adults about what it 
is like to be in the „system‟” (Wright, 2010, p. 336).  The Free Radical‟s basically functioned as 
an advocacy group that was focused on youth policy and systems change. The group met once a 
week for three hours. In addition to the weekly meetings, the Free Radicals often participated in 
daylong weekend retreats.  
 Free Radical‟s appears to meet the four process requirements of a YEP: youth 
involvement in programmatic decision-making, a pro-social environment, trained adult support 
or older youth facilitator, and asset building. The extent to which the program appears to have 
met these four criteria will be discussed in turn.  
 Youth were involved in programmatic decision-making  by recruiting their friends, 
designing the mission statement, choosing the name, and coming up with problems and ideas for 
how to change systems that affect youth such as foster care, juvenile justice, residential and 
group home placements, inpatient and outpatient mental health, alternative schools, and 
independent living. The study specifically states that “the youth forum provided its members 
with a unique role in giving them voice in the design and operationalization of the program and 
in influence over service providers” (Wright, 2008, p. 336). Wright also goes on to say that “the 
youth have considerable autonomy in accepting speaking engagements and planning their 
presentations” (2008, pg. 339). 
 The Free Radicals Youth Forum provides positive, trained adult facilitators that help 
create a pro-social environment and encourage asset or skill building. During its first four years, 
two adults served as members. One was a clinical social worker, the other a volunteer who is an 
instructor at a local university. During the fifth year, the author of the study joined. The adults 
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served as facilitators of the group meetings by providing guidance, supervising, and diffusing 
any conflicts that arose between the youths (Wright, 2008, p. 339). The asset-building that 
occurred included: speaking to important decision-makers over the phone; securing speaking 
engagements; public speaking; event planning; and  producing organizational or policy 
documents, such as a manual on how to start a youth forum.  
 Wright used three different types of qualitative methods to access outcomes. One method 
involved asking the youth to write journal responses to specific questions the author asked. For 
this method, some of the questions the author asked included questions about the youths‟ 
connections to other members, and how their involvement influenced their behavior. A total of 
12 youths provided one to three journal responses that the author analyzed. The second method 
consisted of individual and group in-depth interviews with all members: individual interviews 
were conducted with six youth and group interviews with six to ten members. The purpose of 
these interviews was for the author to discover how participants felt when they initially joined 
and how their feelings changed over time. The author asked how youth felt when they spoke to 
an adult group and about how they reacted to their audiences. He also asked interviewees to 
describe their feelings about the Free Radicals and the meaning of membership for them. The 
third method the author employed was observation. Wright actually joined the group for 15 
months as an active adult facilitator. During this time, he also listened to the discussions at each 
weekly meeting and observed individuals‟ reactions. He also observed members discussions 
before and after presentations, looking for changes in the participants‟ confidence, self-efficacy, 
and behavior over time. He recorded detailed notes for about 50 meetings, 2 workshops, and ten 
presentations. The overall research question he was trying to answer was how participation in the 
intervention influenced youth personally.  
25 
 
 Among other positive youth development outcomes, Wright claimed to find that the 
youth forum helped participants develop life skills and competencies, a greater sense of self-
efficacy and self-determination, and an enhanced sense of empowerment  (2008, p. 346). These 
skills and competencies are closely related to some of the proximal outcomes listed in Figure 4.1 
namely: self-efficacy; and motivation to control or influence. The author does not specify which 
life skills and competencies were enhanced by the program. Were these social competencies and 
socio-political skills like those listed in Figure 4.1, or were they basic daily living skills, like 
home economic skills? Furthermore, it is unclear from the data how the author came to the 
conclusion that self-efficacy and self-determination increased. The author coded the qualitative 
data into six themes: initiation and growth; safety; connection (bonding and trust); expression; 
and personal impact. None of these themes seem to indicate self-efficacy and determination. The 
confusion might be just a labeling issue: what the author labels initiation and growth, this 
researcher would label youth engagement in programmatic participatory behaviors. This 
researcher considers the safety theme to be a good process check that indeed a pro-social 
environment was adequately created in the intervention. Participants indicated that “the group 
provided a safe place to express their feelings and to be themselves” (Wright, 2008, p. 342). 
Wright provided enough data under the connection theme to convince this researcher that the 
youth experienced increased social supports and positive connections through their program 
participation. This theme of interconnectedness appears to align with specific proximal outcomes 
listed in Figure 4.1.  The expression category seems to be a redundancy. The expression theme 
appears to be capturing the same thing as the initiation and growth measure: that is, an increase 
in youth engagement in programmatic decision-making. Those two categories can be combined 
into a single process measure. The personal impact theme is so broad and vague that this 
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researcher is not sure what it captures. A close reading of the data under this theme leads the 
researcher to believe that the program improved the youth‟s mental health (less severe 
psychiatric symptomatology), self-confidence/self-esteem, sense of responsibility, trust, 
reliability, organizational skills, and energy levels. The last theme, opportunity to make a 
difference, seems that it incorporates the concepts of increased motivation to influence or control 
ones environment, increased socio-political skills, and increased outcome expectations. Wright 
mentions that participants “learned that they could influence adults” (2008, p. 344), which 
indicated that the youth might have gained socio-political skills. Wright also repeatedly quotes 
the youth saying things like they “feel more independent because we can make decisions about 
improving our lives and the lives of others too” (p. 345). Apparently, because of program 
participation, these youth now feel like they can effect change.  
  There are several limitations with the Wright study. The problem of semantics illustrated 
above in the results section of the Wright study is a common issue in the youth empowerment 
literature. As previously mentioned, the definition of many concepts including outcomes is not 
consensual in the youth empowerment literature. That is, each author labels various youth 
empowerment outcomes differently. This lack of consensus is one reason why it is helpful to 
clearly operationalize positive youth development outcomes a priori and select objective, valid, 
and reliable instruments to measure these concepts. Wright used qualitative methods and 
grounded theory to generate his themes, so it was not possible to objectively measure pre-
selected and clearly delineated outcomes in a standardized way. His study design does not allow 
readers to determine whether program participation created these outcomes or whether these 
youth would have felt this way regardless of program participation, or if they would have 
reported the same comments after participation in another program, or how their feelings 
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changed over time. There is no counterfactual element, the temporal precedence is unclear, and 
the author cannot control for selection bias because of a lack of randomization. Indeed, like 
many youth empowerment programs, there appears to be some skimming off the top when the 
author explained that “the lead adult member of the group interviewed potential new members to 
ascertain whether the young person was sufficiently mature to join the group, had the 
prerequisite experiences within the social service systems, and understood the group‟s purpose” 
(Wright, 2008, p. 338). The youth selected for program participation sound like they were 
already intelligent, mature, and motivated. They would probably be successful without the 
program. Without randomization to a control group, it is impossible to know for sure what added 
value the program gave them.  
 Youth as partners in curriculum development and training delivery. Researchers 
Clay, Amodeo, and Collins published the results of a three-year, national qualitative evaluation 
of child welfare training projects in 2010. The evaluation used a multiple case study method to 
study nine training interventions across the country. Although the study did not list a sample 
size, the largest of the nine sites served a total of 350 youth, ages 14-24, over the three-year 
period. Therefore, it is safe to say that hundreds of youth participated across the nine sites. To 
collect data, researchers visited each project site for two to three days and interviewed staff and 
youth  participants, observed trainings, and when possible, reviewed available project materials 
such as curricula, final reports, and videos. Researchers interviewed a total of 10 youth at five 
sites. Four sites were not able to link researchers to youth, even by phone. Researchers only 
observed training at five sites. In only two of these sites, youth constituted part of the training 
team. For the other sites where researchers were not able to connect with youth, the authors 
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relied on interviews with other project personnel and reviewed project materials to examine 
youth involvement. 
 The purpose of the nine training projects was to train workers to assist youth transitioning 
from foster care to independent living using youth empowerment methods. The projects tried to 
include the active participation of youth in their own case planning and a strengths-based rather 
than deficit-based approach. The nine projects sites were supposed to involve youth in the 
intervention in six different ways: 1) as key informants for needs assessment activities; 2) as 
advisory committee members; 3) as curriculum developers; 4) as trainers; 5) as participants in 
video performances or other creative media; and 6) as conference presenters.  
 There was great variation between the sites in the level of youth involvement in the six 
roles described above. According to the researchers, two of the nine sites implemented the youth 
participation components of the intervention with a high degree of fidelity. In the other seven 
sites, there was a high degree of variation in the level of youth participation. Most of these seven 
sites struggled to consistently engage youth in project design and implementation. All nine sites 
were able to gather input from the youth to inform the needs assessment. All but one site hosted 
a youth advisory committee. Typically, two to three youth served on the committee. Across sites, 
there was extensive variation in whether youth advisory members had real input or were simply 
tokens (p. 137). Most sites found it even more difficult to engage youth in curriculum 
development and usually limited youths‟ roles to reviewing and commenting on drafts of 
curricula after the drafts were developed by adults. It was unclear as to whether the youths 
provided substantive feedback and, if they did, whether the feedback was actually used. All 
project sites attempted to have youth serve as curriculum trainers; however, in most projects, 
youth were relegated to specific smaller roles, and some sites substituted youth in-person training 
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with video recordings of youth. Most project sites did not have youth present at local, state, and 
national conferences. The two sites that had the most consistent youth involvement were site E 
and D. Site E was what the authors considered “youth driven” (Clay, Amodeo, & Collins, 2010, 
p. 138). The authors hypothesize that the level of youth participation in programmatic decision-
making was so high partly because the project partnered with a well-established statewide youth 
agency that had 350 youth members ranging in age from 14 to 24. This partnership meant that 
the pool of candidates that the project director was able to draw from was very large, enabling 
her to hand pick the most ambitious youth. This project site had high admission standards. Youth 
had to fill out an application to work with the project, and some of the selection criteria included 
public-speaking experience and leadership ability. Indeed, “for the first group of youth, the 
project wanted „overachievers‟” (p. 138). This stipulation that required “overachievers” is 
problematic because these youth probably would have successful life outcomes without the 
intervention. This site was surely skimming off the top, or introducing a type of selection bias. 
According to the evaluators, Site D did not engage youth as intensely as Site E, but did 
consistently involve youth throughout the course of the project. This site functioned more as a 
youth-adult partnership, at the peak of the Wong and colleagues (2010) TYPE pyramid. Youth 
typically served as co-trainers with adults and occasionally as co-trainers with their peers. Adults 
served as role models, facilitators, and mentors and provided hands-on guidance. This significant 
array of functions for adults indicates that this site, probably even more than Site E, had a high 
level of trained adult support. Youth had some flexibility to modify the curriculum to fit their 
skills and audience. There was a high degree of asset-building occurring in this site as youth 
learned the material, the audience, which often included other foster youth, learned the material, 
and the youth learned presentation skills (p. 138).  
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 Although this study focused more on process and recommendations for practice than on 
youth outcomes, the evaluators mentioned a few youth outcomes that are relevant to this 
dissertation. The staff at the program sites claimed that as a result of the project, youth were able 
to develop project related skills (most likely presentation, preparation, and communication 
skills), self-esteem, and empowerment. None of these outcomes were defined or objectively 
measured. The youth claimed that the project increased their skill level, confidence, sense of 
identity, and sense of self-worth. Unlike the adults, the youth were much more specific about 
what kinds of skills they gained from project involvement.  Youth were quoted as saying that 
they “became more aware of the system”, and they felt they played a key role in “changing the 
perceptions of social workers about foster youth”, that they gained “facilitation skills”, and 
“became more conscious of social issues” (p. 139). Some youth claimed the intervention, 
“increased my communication skills…gave me so many interpersonal skills” and “opened my 
eyes [and]…gave me increased self-confidence and enabled me to be outspoken” (p. 139). All of 
these quotes sound very close to the items that measure self-efficacy for socio-political skills, or 
questions 34-42 on the youth survey in Appendix J in this dissertation. It appears that some of 
the soft skills mentioned as proximal outcomes in Figure 4.1 improved for the small sample of 
youth who were interviewed. Alarmingly, some of the youth and adult staff reported that the 
intervention might have produced iatrogenic affects. Youth and staff reported that participants 
suffered from rolelessness, experienced a lack of confidence in their abilities due to task 
difficulty and logistical struggles, and felt disconnected from the project.  
 The main strength of the Clay, Amodeo, and Collins (2010) study is that is demonstrates 
how difficult it is to engage youth in the child welfare system in programmatic decision-making. 
Most of the article focused on the challenges of achieving and maintaining consistent youth 
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involvement. Many of the tasks requested of the youth were too difficult, time consuming, and 
overwhelming for them. Logistically, projects had trouble securing adequate transportation, 
space, and organizational commitment at the top levels. Adults also had trouble scheduling 
meetings at convenient times for youth. The authors came to the conclusion “that intensive 
planning needs to occur if youth involvement is to be significant” and youth participation 
“requires a large structured support system” (p. 139). Consistent with the youth empowerment 
literature, the evaluators concluded that extensive trained adult support is needed because 
consistently involving youth in key program decisions requires significant skill in informal 
mentorship and facilitation.  
 Although it provides a valuable lesson in the challenges of engaging child-welfare- 
involved youth, there are several limitations to the Clay, Amodeo, and Collins (2010) evaluation. 
The qualitative methods employed did not allow for the use of objective, pre-specified, valid and 
reliable instruments to measure outcomes. The youth outcomes reported were not clearly defined 
by the evaluators. The qualitative study does not measure change over time, so we cannot 
establish temporal precedence, one of the pre-requisites for causal claims. This research is also 
not generalizable as it does not draw a random probability sample from a sampling frame. 
Although the various levels of youth involvement in programmatic decision-making varied 
substantially among project sites, this variation was not pre-planned and intended for comparison 
purposes; rather it was a function of a lack of implementation fidelity. There was no true control 
group to provide counterfactual data. Furthermore, the authors admit that the practitioners in at 
least some of the sites skimmed off the top and chose youth that already came into the project 
with many developmental strengths (high motivation, confidence, and competence levels), prior 
to the intervention. It is impossible to prove whether the interventions improved those pre-
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existing variables or made no difference. In some cases the intervention might have harmed 
proximal outcomes for youth (self-confidence, rolelessness, and connectedness). No causal 
claims can be made due to the study design.  
 Involvement in the Youth Movement. In 2009, Lauren M. Polvere published her 
qualitative dissertation titled Youth in out-of-home care: The question of psychological agency. 
Polvere‟s dissertation used a narrative methodology to examine the perspectives of youth who 
were formerly placed in restrictive settings, including residential treatment center or inpatient 
hospitalizations due to mental health issues. Most youth had experience in multiple placements, 
including group homes and foster care. Participants in the study were 12 youth between the ages 
of 16-23, who were involved in peer-run youth forum groups in New York for young people 
with-out-of-home placement treatment experience, and 4 young adults (ages 26-35) who initiated 
the New York State Youth Movement in mental health. Polvere explains that youth forum 
participants were individuals who, at the time of the study, were involved in advocacy forums for 
youth with a history in the mental health system, and these youth forums had missions that 
reflected the principles of the Youth Movement. The author uses the terms, “Youth Movement” 
and “youth activism: interchangeably. Even though the author stated that the focus of the study 
was the New York State Youth Movement, the piece about the effects of the Youth Movement or 
youth activism involvement only made up a small section of her entire dissertation. Specifically, 
the Youth Movement inquiry constituted the second phase of her research. Most of her 
dissertation focused on the problems that occurred in out-of-home treatment mental health 
treatment settings and the importance of youth having a say in the decisions made in these 
practices. The section Polvere dedicated to the consequences of Youth Movement involvement is 
of particular relevance to this researcher‟s literature review. For this second phase, Polvere 
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interviewed individuals identified as leaders of the Youth Movement individually and then as a 
group. During the group interview, the leaders produced self-authored archival documents of the 
Youth Movement work. Polvere conducted interviews with participants from youth forums on 
site at each youth forum location, allowing her to observe the groups. Interviews with the Youth 
Movement leaders took place in the YOUTH POWER! offices. YOUTH POWER! will be 
briefly described in Box 3.1 of Chapter 3.  
 Specifically, six of the sixteen respondents were involved in a youth forum, five served 
on a youth advisory council, one belonged to a teen club, another was a member of YOUTH 
POWER!, and another was an activist. Of the 16 participants, eleven were female, five were 
male, nine identified as Caucasian, four as African American, and three as Hispanic. Polvere 
conducted in-depth individual interviews of all 16 youth to create a life narrative of the youth 
participants to determine how out-of-home placement impacted youth psychological agency and 
discourse on conflict.  Therefore, she asked about different time points in the youths‟ lives, an 
approach that provided her with retrospective longitudinal qualitative data. For the analysis of 
the effects of involvement in youth activism, she presented the results of interviews with 15 of 
the 16 respondents in the sample.  
 According to Polvere, results indicated that youth involved in the Youth Movement 
experienced psychosocial benefits and attributed their Youth Movement involvement as a 
turning point in their lives. Since Polvere asked about their past, present, and future involvement 
in the Youth Movement, readers have somewhat of an idea of temporal precedence. Polvere 
claims that involvement in activism represents what she calls a “significant agentic shift” for the 
participants. She claims that involvement in youth activism (whether leader of the youth 
movement, or serving on an advisory council, or member of the youth forum, etc.,) increased 
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youths‟ future orientation, and what she describes as “abilities to affect change for future 
generations” (2009, p. 110). Polvere then goes on to describe what this researcher would 
consider as participatory behavior, future orientation or goal setting, socio-political skills, 
motivation to influence, improved economic, academic, and housing outcomes, increased 
positive connections to youth and staff, and increased perceived control. Polvere positions her 
results, especially in Table X Past, Present, and Projective Involvement in the Youth Movement 
(pp. 110-113), as if the above mentioned outcomes were a result of involvement in what Polvere 
refers to as the Youth Movement. The table and subsequent analysis of the interviews leads the 
reader to believe that the youth had poor life outcomes across multiple domains before 
involvement in the Youth Movement, but during and after involvement, their lives completely 
turned around and almost every proximal and distal outcome on Table 4.1 of this chapter 
improved as a result of youth participation in activism. For example, Polvere states, “most 
participants were still struggling in terms of their living situations until before or during their 
early involvement in youth forum” (p. 112). Her Table X Past, Present, and Projective 
Involvement in the Youth Movement (pp. 110-113) shows that during and after Youth Movement 
involvement, participants housing and employment situations improved. These causal claims, of 
course, require causal evidence, and this study design does not allow for causal claims to be 
made.  
 While the study design and methods do not support any causal claims, it does seem 
abundantly clear from the data gathered from the sample of 15 respondents that the environment 
in these Youth Movement groups was very pro-social. As a reminder from Chapter 2, a pro-
social environment means that positive peer dynamics, encouragement, and constructive 
35 
 
feedback occur, among other cooperative behaviors. Pro-social environments usually involve 
many helping and sharing behaviors.  
 Polvere provides ten pages of evidence of a pro-social environment occurring in the 
various youth groups in which the respondents participated. She provides several quotes from the 
youth that support this pro-social conclusion. For example, Polvere quotes youth saying:  
 nobody gets made fun of…we‟re like a family away from home… We can all call each 
 other no matter what, no matter what time of the day or night it is. We can say look I‟ve 
 got a problem and even if the person doesn‟t like you, they will come out and they will 
 help you (p. 113). 
 
 It was just a place to come together and just throw out your experiences and somebody at 
 the table would be able to say I did that too, and this is what worked for me and you 
 know, it was just a really open place (p. 113).  
 
 People were nice and they actually accepted me. They didn‟t label me more or anything 
 (p. 114). 
The youth spoke about being helped, understood, listened to, and not being judged. Many youth 
repeatedly compared the atmospheres in their respective programs to a (presumably healthy) 
family.  
 Indeed, Polvere‟s analysis of the youths‟ quotations also speaks about concepts that are 
part of a pro-social environment. Polvere describes shared experiences of peer support and 
unconditional help from peers and also mentions a non-judgmental environment stating that the 
“youth forum represented an atmosphere of acceptance” (p. 114).  Polvere even states that the 
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“youth forum acts as a consistent, positive environment” (p. 115). Her statement indicates that 
youth, probably with the help of skilled adult facilitators, helped create a pro-social environment.  
 There are a few quotes by youth and analysis by Polvere that indicate that adults in these 
respective youth activism programs served as positive role models that helped ensure a prosocial 
environment. For example, one 16-year-old youth mentions that he wanted to go see “Pat [the 
advisory council coordinator] and talk to her” (Polvere, 2009, p. 115), indicating that the adult 
coordinator had built good rapport at least with the respondent. She was evidently someone he 
felt he had confidence with and comfort talking to, which is exactly the way trained adult 
facilitators are supposed to make youth feel in YEPs. They are supposed to be empathetic and 
accessible. The author described the life narrative in extensive detail of one youth, Marie, age 21. 
This young woman has had contact multiple times with the mental health system, was 
hospitalized several times, and incarcerated for involvement with financial fraud and drugs. 
According to Polvere‟s narrative, Marie developed “a strong relationship with support staff” in 
the youth council that she joined. These are examples of positive interactions with adult support 
staff, but YEPs also can have an older youth facilitator serve in this supportive role.  
 Many of the respondents in Polvere‟s study served as older youth facilitators in their 
various respective Youth Movement or youth activism programs. In fact, three of the 15 
respondents indicated that they held a leadership position in their respective youth programs.  
Youth in leadership positions were especially likely to express that they felt they had the power 
to help themselves, other youth, and influence systemic change. According to Polvere, when a 
20- year-old male youth   
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 described his work as a peer leader in the context of youth forum, he noted the ability of 
 youth to change their lives and to influence their futures. Further he noted the ability of 
 youth to help others on the journey toward agency and development.  
Polvere argues that youth like this respondent viewed themselves at change agents, and this 
researcher agrees. Curiously, another twenty-year-old youth leader explicitly expressed that she 
can effect change for other youth and systemic change, but does not believe that she can help 
herself. The youth‟s response indicates that perceived control about one‟s ability to influence 
socio-political outcomes for certain populations does not automatically translate to perceived 
control over one‟s own life outcomes.   
 Many of the respondents, not just youth leaders, “constructed themselves as change 
agents in the contexts of their own lives, the lives of other youth-in-care, and in the context of the 
mental health system” (p. 115). Several youth expressed goals to continue work in the mental 
health field and Youth Movement or other related movements. According to Polvere, “across the 
narratives” youth “shared common goals and desires to implement changes to the mental health 
system” (2009, p. 112). One youth‟s “involvement in activism led her to develop ideas for 
groups that would help other young people” (p. 123). It is unclear to what extent she 
implemented these ideas.  
 In summary, some elements of participatory processes and psychological empowerment 
appear to be occurring to a certain extent as least for the sample of 15 youth interviewed in the 
Youth Movement section of Polvere‟s dissertation. Youth leadership and involvement in 
programmatic decision-making appear to be occurring in many of the youth activism groups 
described in Chapter 6 of Polvere‟s dissertation. To what specific extent these participatory 
processes occurred is unclear since Polvere did not attempt to quantify them. Anecdotally, it 
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appears that most of the youth interviewed feel increased perceived control over their socio-
political environment and motivation to influence their environment.  
 Polvere‟s study has several limitations. Although retrospective, we do have two time 
points (before Youth Movement involvement and after), it would be more rigorous, transparent, 
and replicable if objective and standardized measures of youth outcomes were taken before 
involvement in the youth activism programs and afterwards. Polvere seems to be selectively 
picking random, unsatisfactory distal outcomes (see Figure 4.1) to describe the respondents‟ pre-
intervention status and then not reporting on those exact same outcomes after intervention 
involvement. She reports slightly different outcomes, leaves out some outcomes, and adds other 
proximal outcomes (see Figure 4.1). The study could be strengthened if it has a comparison 
group of youth who did not participate in any youth activism groups to provide a counterfactual. 
The study would be even more rigorous if youth were randomized a priori to youth activism 
groups vs. control groups and then outcomes were measured at least after intervention 
participation. Since Polvere did not draw a random probability sample, this study is not 
generalizable.  
 Future studies: As previously mentioned, wave 1 of the Naccarato study will be 
published in the next year. Wave 2 of her study will be published at some point after the results 
of wave 1. The Naccarato study will be the first longitudinal quantitative study of youth 
outcomes and YEP participation. Another longitudinal study that will be published in a few years 
is the Work Wonders for Youth initiative, a mixed-methods evaluation of a YEP created by 
Rhode Island‟s foster parent organization called, Foster Forward, the Columbia University 
Workplace Center, and the Rhode Island School of Social Work. Works Wonders is a one-to-one 
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career planning intervention combined with on-site job training and peer support groups for 
young people ages 14-21 who are aging out of foster care in Rhode Island  
(see: http://www.fosterforward.net/programs-initiatives/initiatives/works-wonders-initiative). 
The intervention was co-created with input from current foster care youth and foster care alumni 
in Rhode Island.  The Employment and Empowerment (E
2
) peer support club meets the YEP 
criteria because youth in foster care created empowerment portion of the curriculum, a former 
youth in care will co-facilitate the club, and youth will learn from their peers. The E 
2 
groups 
meet weekly for sixteen weeks. The author of this dissertation was intimately involved in the 
planning state of the Works Wonders intervention and therefore has insider knowledge of the 
degree of youth participation and timeline of the evaluation.  
 
Literature Review Conclusion 
 In summary, the evaluation literature regarding the effectiveness of YEPs for young 
people aging out of foster care is scarce. In the next few years, more rigorous quantitative 
evaluations will be published. It does not seem that any will be published with a control group. 









Chapter 3: Background, Context, and Theory 
Introduction and Chapter Plan 
 This chapter details explains why adolescents are a populations worthy of studying by 
detailing adolescent developmental theory and neuroscience, two fields that claim that 
adolescence is indeed a unique transitional phase requiring distinct supports. The chapter then 
briefly introduces ecological theories to explain how environmental factors contribute to 
adolescent outcomes. Next, the chapter describes procedural justice theory because this theory 
contributes to youth empowerment theory. The chapter pauses for a moment to summarize the 
implications of its first half for youth-serving interventions before detailing empowerment 
theory.  
 The second half of the chapter starts with a brief history of empowerment theory before 
explaining youth empowerment theory, defining youth empowerment programs (YEPs), and 
finally detailing the role of YEPs in the production of psychological empowerment. As a brief 
reminder, youth empowerment means that youth actively and regularly participate in the 
political, organizational, and/or programmatic decisions that affect their lives so that they can 
have more control over their life outcomes. The chapter ends with the conceptual model that the 
empirical portion that this dissertation will test.  
Adolescence from a Developmental Perspective  
 Youth empowerment is different from other types of empowerment because adolescence 
constitutes a unique part of the life cycle with specific developmental needs. Adolescents might 
look like adults, but unlike adults, their brains are not fully developed, they have less life 
experience, and the combination of these two so-called limitations is part of the reason why they 
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have been afforded fewer rights. Because adolescence is a distinct phase different from 
childhood or adulthood, specific supports and opportunities are required. This developmental 
phase poses a tremendous opportunity for social work interventions. Several developmental 
theories help explain why adolescence is a unique and critical stage, providing a window of 
opportunity for interventions that develop youth positively.  
 One such developmental theory is Erikson‟s stages of psychosocial development. His 
traditional model places adolescence (ages 12-18) and young adulthood (19-40) as stages that 
fall roughly in the middle of human growth and development. Erikson‟s model and other similar 
models posit that an individual‟s growth builds on the developmental tasks mastered in the 
previous stages and then that person transitions to the next stage. When stressful or traumatic 
experiences occur, children, youth, and adults may temporarily regress to a previous stage. 
According to Erickson, the primary stressful event or “psychological crisis” of adolescence is 
developing a sense of identity (Van Alst, 2011). Developing an identity is stressful because 
youth must choose among an ever narrowing selection of “personal, occupational, sexual, and 
ideological commitments” (Erickson, 1968, p. 245). Erickson suggests that some of the problems 
with identity development might be because youth failed to receive positive recognition for 
experimenting with different identities or they might have lacked sufficient opportunities for 
experimentation or introspection. Cote (2000) found that individuals, who achieve a healthy 
sense of identity during adolescence, take responsibility for themselves, feel they have control 
over their decisions, and are confident that they can overcome life‟s obstacles.   
 Other developmental theories suggest that establishing a sense of autonomy is a critical 
task of adolescence. Adolescents are expected to achieve a wide range of tasks as they transition 
to adulthood, including establishing autonomy and identity. These developmental tasks are 
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numerous, challenging, and now take longer to achieve than in previous times (Arnett, 2007; 
Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011). According to Labouvie-Vief (2006) the 
adolescent is expected to: adjust to a new physical sense of self and to new intellectual abilities, 
expand verbal skills, develop a personal sense of identity, consolidate the capacity to control 
impulses, calibrate risks and rewards, regulate emotions, project the self into the future, think 
strategically, establish vocational goals, gain emotional and psychological independence from 
parents, develop stable and productive peer relationships, learn to manage sexuality and a sexual 
identity, adopt a personal value system,  and develop behavioral maturity. Those are a lot of 
tasks and some of them may seem daunting to an adult, let alone an adolescent.  
 Keeping this daunting list in mind, researchers theorize that the adult status is likely 
achieved closer to age 30 than age 18 (Arnett, 2007; Cohen, Kasen, Chen, Hartmark, & Gordon, 
K., 2003; Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011). The realization that adolescence 
was longer than previously thought, prompted psychologist Arnett to coin the term emerging 
adulthood in his 2004 book. Starting in 1995, Arnett interviewed a heterogeneous group of 300 
young people aged 18-29 from all around the U.S. Despite stark differences in socio-economic 
status, geographic location, and ethnic background, Arnett was surprised to learn that their 
responses were quite similar. The respondents shared a perception of feeling in between 
adolescence and adulthood explaining that they felt that they were beginning to take more 
responsibility for themselves but still maintained close relationships with their parents. Study 
participants also reported that they were still exploring their identities, which surprised Arnett 
because identity formation and solidification was previously thought to be complete by the end 
of the teenage years (Erickson, 1950, 1977). Because of this research, he proposed a new time 
span of life called emerging adulthood that occurred at the end of what used to be considered 
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adolescence until the time of achieving a stable job, marriage, and parenthood.  According to 
Arnett, the five features of emerging adulthood are: 
1. Age of identity exploration. Young people try out different possibilities and decide what 
they want out of different life domains especially work and love. 
2. Age of instability. The time period is characterized by repeated residence changes for 
college, work, or love.  
3. Age of self-focus. Freed of the routine of mandatory K-10 school, young people try to 
decide what they want to do, where they want to go and who they want to be with--before 
those choices get limited by the constraints of marriage, children and a career. 
4. Age of feeling in between. Many emerging adults say they are no longer a child but still 
do not completely feel like an adult. 
5. Age of possibilities. Optimism reigns. Most emerging adults believe they have good 
chances of living "better than their parents did," and that they'll find a lifelong soul mate. 
           (2004, p. 8). 
 
One should keep in mind that this list is not applicable to everyone. Not everyone marries, has 
children and establishes a career.  For well-adjusted youth that grew up in stable homes that 
provided a healthy developmental environment, adulthood might consolidate around age 25 or 
26 on average (Lenroot, et al., 2007). Youth who age out of foster care are usually 
developmentally behind due to multiple traumas and attachment issues (Cook et al., 2007; 
Samuels, 2008). In this schema, these youth may achieve fully developed adult status much later 
(Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011) or not at all. The exact age adulthood is 
achieved is variable and not pre-determined. That is, adult status may be achieved in different 
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areas of one‟s life at different times. Adulthood does not march in lock-step in all areas of one‟s 
life.  Young people do not become fully developed human beings at age 18.  
The Neuroscience of Adolescence  
 Neuroscience provides yet another field to substantiate the beliefs that adolescence is a 
long and critical developmental stage. Developmental theories hypothesize the stages of the life 
course, but because of neuroscience, we now know that youth do not transition directly from 
puberty to adulthood, but instead gradually transition through an interim period much like the 
previously referenced emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2007; Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and 
Tiede, 2011). Indeed, the neuroscience shows that the brain does not fully develop until age 25, 
on average, and 25 is an average of the ages of both genders combined (Freundlich, Greenblatt, 
Walters, and Tiede, 2011). The National Institutes for Science (NIS) found that girls reach the 
halfway point in brain development just before 11 years of age, whereas boys do so just before 
age 15. The female brain, on average reaches full development between 21 and 22 years of age, 
whereas a young man does not reach this point until nearly 30 (Lenroot, et al. 2007).  The brain 
is a complex organ and researchers have not even come close to fully understanding its intricate 
processes. This section provides the findings from the current state of the evidence; however, 
these findings are likely to change, at least slightly, as researcher‟s gain more insight into the 
mechanics of the brain. One fact is certain not to change however: young people do not become 
fully developed adults in their late teens, especially not youth who are aging out of foster care. 
 As previously mentioned, adolescence, like early childhood, is a key transitional phase 
neurologically. Recent advances in neuroscience also demonstrate that “developmentally, 
adolescence is as critical as the first few years of life” (Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and 
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Tiede, 2011, p. 20). During adolescence, the brain‟s gray matter begins to thin as the synapses 
between neurons that transmit information start pruning. As in early childhood, unused synapses 
are pruned away while synapses that are used frequently become stronger (Sowell, 1999). During 
adolescence, as many as 30,000 synapses may be lost per second over the entire cerebral cortex 
(Rakic, Borgeiois, & Goldman-Rakic, 1994). As unused synapses are pruned, a process called 
myelination strengthens neurons, improving the connectivity between them and speeding up 
communication between cells. Pruning and myelination can have important long-term 
consequences as the parts of the brain that are used frequently are strengthened and the parts that 
are used less often weaken and die (Sowell, 1999).  Basically, adolescence offers a proverbial 
use it or lose it developmental opportunity. This critical time period can be used to build pro-
social skills, maladaptive behaviors, or both. Unfortunately, the media‟s portrayal of teenagers 
has focused on problematic behaviors.  
 Although adolescence is a time for tremendous growth and development, Patterson and 
colleagues (2000) suggest problem behaviors can develop during this time period. These 
problem behaviors most likely occur because adolescents have greater susceptibility to peer 
influence, impulsivity, increased risk taking behavior and lower capacity for anticipating long 
term consequences (Furby and Beyth-Maron, 1992; Greene, 1986; Nurmi, 1991; Steinberg & 
Scott, 2003; Van Alst, 2011). The strong influence of peers, greater impulsivity, and reduced 
future orientation exacerbate the increased propensity to take unhealthy risks. Neuroscience can 
help explain part of the reason why these problem behaviors occur.  
 Adolescents are more likely to take risks and behave undesirably while in a group than 
while alone (Morton & Montgomery, 2011; Steinberg and Scott, 2003) probably because they 
have a tendency toward conformity (Brizendine 2006; 2011; Van Alst, 2011).  Studies have 
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found that children‟s susceptibility to the influence of their peers peaks around age 14 and starts 
to decline thereafter (Moffitt, 1993; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986; Van Alst, 2011).  The decline 
is slow however, especially for boys. For teenage females, the desire to fit in with their group of 
girlfriends is so strong, that they will often not confront a member of their group that starts 
bullying or talking negatively about another girl, even though they may feel bad about the 
situation. This is because the teen girl brain is hardwired to maintain the relationship at all costs. 
Relationship conflict overwhelms a teen girl‟s stress system and makes it unbearable for her to 
cope with feelings of social exclusion. The teenage brain floods itself with neurochemicals 
transmitting the message to teenage girls that they need to be liked and socially connected, 
specifically to other women (Brizendine, 2006; O‟Brian, 2007) and transmitting to teenage boys 
that they need to be respected and occupy the highest position possible in the male hierarchy 
(Brizendine, 2011). In the teenage boy, the Rostral Cingulate Zone (RCZ) recalibrates 
substantially during adolescence. This is the brain‟s gauge for social approval. Gaining and 
maintaining the social approval of their friends is paramount for teen boys. To teenagers, both 
male and female, peer disapproval feels like death, and “fitting in is everything” (Brizendine, 
2011, p. 43; Crosnoe, 2011; Prinstein & Dodge, 2008). Although attention often focuses on the 
negative impact of problematic peer groups, Youth Empowerment Programs (YEPs) have an 
opportunity to facilitate positive peer associations in a pro-social environment that encourages 
more positive behaviors. The section on youth empowerment theory presents more on this idea 
of capitalizing on peer influence. 
 Adolescents do not just take risks because they hang out with other adolescents. Rather, 
there is also a neurological reason for this increased risk taking. Ernst and colleagues (2006) 
found that there are three interacting circuits in the adolescent brain that direct young people‟s 
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inclination toward risky behaviors: 1) The ventral striatum 2) the amygdala 3) the prefrontal 
cortex.  
 The ventral striatum support the sensation-seeking tendencies of reward processes and 
approach behavior (Ernst et al., 2006). During adolescence, the level of dopamine produced by 
the brain shifts, which can raise the threshold of stimulus needed to feel pleasure, much like the 
effects of drug addiction. As a result, adolescents may no longer find activities that they 
previously enjoyed to be as exciting (Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011; Spear, 
2010). They may seek new excitement through increasingly risky behaviors (Brizendine, 2011; 
Dahl, 2004; Van Alst, et al., 2011).  
 The amygdala should temper this risky behavior, but the teen brain is different than the 
adult brain. The amygdala has a wide range of connections with other brain regions, allowing it 
to participate in a wide variety of behavioral functions (Rasia-Filho, Londero, & Achaval, 2000).  
One of these roles is fear conditioning (O‟Brian, 2007).  The amygdala circuits foster avoidance 
responses when presented with undesirable stimuli. In other words, the amygdala puts the brakes 
on risk taking behavior (Ernst et al., 2006). In adolescence, the amygdala plays a weaker role in 
this regard. The amygdala also plays a role in processing rewards and the use of rewards to 
motivate and reinforce behavior. Research shows that it takes extraordinarily intense sensations 
to activate the reward centers of the teen boy brain, and homework, chores, and volunteering 
usually does not satisfy these demands (Brizendine, 2011). The amygdala has also been 
implicated in emotional states associated with aggressive and sexual behaviors (Arehart-
Treichel, 2013; LeDoux, 2008; O‟Brien, 2007).  
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 The prefrontal cortex of the brain governs reasoning, decision-making , judgment, and 
impulse control (Brizendine, 2006; 2011; Ernst et al., 2006; Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and 
Tiede, 2011). It regulates between the ventral striatum and amygdala circuits enabling cognitive 
control, which facilitates the relative contributions of reward and avoidance signals to behavior 
(Ernst et al., 2006). The brain‟s frontal lobes, especially the prefrontal cortex, are the last parts to 
reach full development. Beginning in puberty, the frontal lobes change dramatically. When 
making decisions, adolescents and young adults begin to rely less on the limbic system (the 
emotion production center of the brain) and more on the frontal lobes (Freundlich, Greenblatt, 
Walters, and Tiede, 2011, p. 20). 
 Of course the amygdala, prefrontal cortex, and ventral striatum exist in the adult and 
child brains too and perform the same functions, however there are important differences in the 
level of functioning of these three systems in adolescents (Morton & Montgomery, 2011). In 
adolescents, the amygdala plays a weaker role, and the prefrontal cortex is underdeveloped and 










Figure 3.1 Triadic Model of Motivated Behavior 
 
Source: Ernst, et al., 2006 
 Impulsivity also peaks during adolescence because adolescents biologically have lower 
self-regulatory controls in the brain (Haase & Silbereisen, 2011). Changes in dopamine, 
combined with other chemical and physical changes inhibit adolescents‟ abilities to control 
impulses and engage in long-term planning (Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011; 
Spear 2010). Adolescents have trouble evaluating situations before responding (Van Alst, 2011). 
This increased impulsivity and decreased ability to anticipate long term consequences leaves 
adolescents more susceptible to risk taking behavior (Haase & Silbereisen, 2011). Indeed, studies 
show that future orientation increases as people age (Steinberg, et al., 2001; Thompson, Barresi, 
& Moore, 1997; Van Alst, 2011) allowing individuals to be more strategic about the types of 
risks they take. 
50 
 
 Heightened risk taking tendencies are biologically and socially driven, not cognitively 
driven (Steinberg, 2004, 2008). Teenagers cognitively understand the consequences of taking 
risks. Research findings show that the logical reasoning and basic information-processing 
abilities of teenagers are comparable to the abilities of adults (Haase & Silbereisen, 2011). 
Studies have found few cognitive differences between adults and older adolescents. In general, 
any cognitive differences found between children and adults are no longer significant by age 15 
(Van Alst, 2011). The issue is that youth consistently focus more heavily on the potential 
rewards of their decisions, than the risks, even though they may be well aware of the risks. 
Therefore, interventions aimed at changing adolescent risky behavior through education do not 
work (Gates et al., 2006; Underhill et al, 2007; White & Pitts, 1998).  
 The neuroscience might lead one to think that adolescents are ruled by their biology, 
recklessly endangering themselves because they are high off of the dopamine rush flooding their 
brains from risk taking. The truth is usually a mixture of nature and nurture.  Important 
physiological changes are taking place in adolescents as they interact with their environments. 
Both these biological and environmental factors interact to affect behavior (Morton & 
Montgomery, 2011; Petersen, 1988). 
Ecological Perspective of Adolescent Development 
 A large body of research shows that environments directly and indirectly influence young 
people‟s behavior (Bishop, 2004; Blum, 1997; Brooks-Gunn, 1997, Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 
2003a; Rutter, 2001). Perhaps the most seminal work that depicts the impact of environment on 
youth behavior is Bronfenbrenner‟s (1979) ecological model. His ecological systems theory 
explains how everything in a child's environment affects how that child grows and develops. He 
labeled different aspects or levels of the environment that influence children's development, the 
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microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem. Specific 
elements inside each of these systems are illustrated below. 
Figure 3.2 Brofenbrenner‟s ecological model 
  
Ecological perspectives corroborate the neuroscience and developmental theory assertions that 
peer influence plays a much stronger role during adolescence (Aseltine, 1995).  
Parenting still plays a role, albeit a smaller one than it played during childhood.  For example, 




 graders in the 
USA (n = 500) and found that changes in grade point average (GPA) and drug use were 
predicted by friends‟ grades and drug use. These effects were moderated by adolescents‟ reports 
of authoritative parenting.  Furthermore, research indicates that young people from higher-risk 
families – foster care youth fit this description – tend to associate themselves and their identities 




 Connell and colleagues (1995) offer a modified version of Bronfenbrenner‟s Ecological 
Model which is presented in Figure 2.3 below. Their ecological perspective espouses that 
community dimensions (such as demographic composition, physical characteristics, institutional 
capacities, economic opportunities etc.) affects social mediators (such as family, peers, and other 
adults), which in turn can directly affect desired outcomes (such as economic self-sufficiency), 
or indirectly affect these outcomes through developmental processes (learning to navigate, 
learning to be productive, learning to connect).  
 









 This section will explain how ecological theories help to articulate the potential role of 
YEPs to improve outcomes for young people aging out of foster care. These frameworks suggest 
that YEPs may play an important role in the community dimensions, social mediators, and 
developmental processes in the model by Connell and colleagues and in the micro, meso, exo 













































(YEPs) can help communities expand their institutional capacities by including the participation 
of community stakeholders that are often overlooked – the participation of youth that is. One 
could conclude that, in turn, youth benefit by adding to their repertoire of institutional 
connections. By institutional connections, this researcher means the adult employees, volunteers 
board members, and local politicians involved in the institutions youth participate in such as the 
chamber of commerce, the county commission, the local advocacy group, community colleges, 
nonprofits, and churches for example. In the future, these adult connections might help youth 
participants find a job, provide letters of recommendation, or suggest internships. Furthermore, 
many developmentally positive social exchanges occur inside YEPS through regular interactions 
with peers.  Participation in a YEP will give youth aging out of foster care direct interaction with 
a peer group  and trained adults who will exert strong influences on each other as programmatic, 
organizational, or policy decisions are made about their schools, community service projects, or 
pertinent legislation. These social mediators interacting with different spheres of the youths lives 
(school, community, government) help build healthy developmental processes such as learning 
to be productive, to connect with people, and how to navigate environments. These specific 
pathways will be delineated in more detail in the youth empowerment theory section.   
 The main contribution these ecological theories make to youth empowerment theory is 
recognizing that many different environmental factors interacting with youths at different levels 
affect individual-level factors such as psychological processes and behaviors. These theories 
further the neuroscience and developmental work. The ecological theories recognize that 
individual youth behavior is influenced not only by his or her developmental age interacting with 
factors in his or her immediate environment such as family and peers, but that youth behavior is 
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also powerfully influenced by a broad and complex network of social, cultural, and economic 
structures.  
 Clearly, the ecological perspective highlights that YEPs are not likely to change all of the 
environmental factors that influence youth behavior and life outcomes. The ecological 
perspective places YEPs as one part of the many environmental forces exerting pressure on 
youth development. Even the most well designed and implemented YEP might not be enough to 
assist in helping develop youths in a healthy way if everything else in the youths‟ environment is 
toxic. YEPs should, therefore, not present themselves as a panacea. Indeed, there is nothing in 
youth empowerment theory that suggests that YEPs are the answer to all of youths‟ problems.  
Procedural Justice 
 Youth empowerment theory also borrows some of its concepts from the theory of 
procedural justice. The idea behind procedural justice is that people across all age and 
populations groups value process fairness just as much, if not more, than outcome fairness (Van 
Alst, 2011). Indeed, research on procedural justice in legal matters consistently corroborates this 
idea (Burke & Leben, 2007; Roberson, Moye, & Locke, 1999; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). 
According to Van Alst, (2011), theories of procedural justice offer “insights into why so many 
foster youth express a desire to be involved in making decisions about their lives, as well as how 
factors relating to perceived procedural justice may influence how foster children respond to 
such decisions” (p. 102).  
 First, it should be understood that voice is not the same as choice, but procedural justice 
theory posits that voice is just as important as choice. According to Van Alst, voice is “the ability 
to express a viewpoint about an issue under consideration regardless of whether one has a say in 
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the final decision” (2011, p. 102).  Early research on procedural justice with adults hypothesized 
that having a voice creates a sense of control over the decision-making process. These early 
studies found that having a voice in decision-making contributed to a greater sense of procedural 
fairness, which, in turn, increased satisfaction with the final decision regardless of the nature of 
the final decision (Burke & Leben, 2007; Lind, Kanfer, & Early, 1990; Roberson, Moye, & 
Locke, 1999). Studies found that people in general perceived the situation to be fairer when they 
were given the opportunity to express an opinion but were told that their voice would not impact 
the decision, than when they had no opportunity to speak at all (Burke & Leben, 2007). Van Alst 
claims that procedural “justice research also suggests that allowing foster youth to express 
opinions about pending decisions (as opposed to allowing the youth to make those decisions) still 
may be perceived positively by the youth as participation” (2011, p. 104).  
 Later research elaborated the basic model of procedural justice, which focused almost 
exclusively on the key component of voice, to include three more key components: neutrality, 
trust in authorities, and respect. Neutrality is the extent to which rules are consistently applied, 
decision makers are unbiased, and decision-making  is transparent.  Trust in authorities means 
that decision makers are viewed as benevolent and authentic in their words and deeds. Respect is 
the extent to which individuals feel they are treated with dignity during the process and believe 
that their rights are protected. Procedural justice research shows that even very young children 
positively view participation in a decision-making process, if they are allowed to express their 
opinion and are treated with respect during the process. They can even evaluate the fairness of 
such a process (Van Alst, 2011, p. 104). 
 Procedural justice theory has important implications for youth interventions, particularly 
YEPs.  In YEPs, every youth might not have actual control over the final outcome, but his/her 
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perception of control improves because he/she participated in the decision-making process. 
Procedural justice will be discussed further in the section on youth empowerment theory.  
Implications for Interventions 
 In summary, adolescence constitutes a very unique part of the life cycle that requires 
specific supports for distinct developmental needs. This developmental phase poses a 
tremendous opportunity for social work interventions (Morton & Montgomery, 2011). The 
emerging science of adolescent brain development reveals a tremendous developmental 
opportunity to effect change as the adolescent brain continues to transform (Freundlich, 
Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011). The neuroscience shows that adolescents have greater 
susceptibility to peer influence, impulsivity, increased risk taking behavior and lower capacity 
for anticipating long term consequences. All of these tendencies sound like ingredients for a 
problematic behavior recipe, but they are also key ingredients for success in a YEP.  Young 
people‟s experiences during this critical period play an important role in shaping their futures as 
adults. As previously mentioned, adolescence is a period of use it or lose it brain development. If 
interventions create opportunities for young people to build and practice resilience, than the parts 
of the brain dedicated to achieve those tasks will strengthen and serve them throughout 
adulthood (Freundlich, Greenblatt, Walters, and Tiede, 2011). For all youth, the transition to 
adulthood can be challenging, however, as demonstrated in the introduction, this transition is 
especially challenging for youth aging out of foster care (Batista-Calderbank, 2011). Like 
Headstart, YEPs operate on a critical time assumption. Critical time interventions address a time 
specific need and operate on the idea of prevention. These interventions try to intercede at certain 
critical time points to prevent negative outcomes from occurring during key life transitions 
(Gardner, Burton, & Klimes, 2006; Herman & Mandiberg, 2010; Susser, Torres, Felix, & 
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Conover, 1997; Webster-Stratton & Hammond, 1997; Webster-Stratton, Reid, & Hammond, 
2001). YEPs are supposed to provide a pro-social environment that promotes resilience and 
emotional intelligence through challenging asset-building activities. Instead of viewing 
adolescents increased propensity toward risk taking as negative, YEPs are supposed to capitalize 
on youths‟ increased risk taking tendencies and channel them into positive risk taking.  How 
YEPs accomplish this task is articulated by youth empowerment theory.  
A Brief History of Empowerment Theory 
Before discussing youth empowerment theory, it is important to understand 
empowerment in general. According to Webster‟s Dictionary, the word empower originated 
around 1648 and means “1: to give official authority or legal power to 2: to enable 3: to promote 
the self-actualization or influence of” (Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary). Empowerment can 
signify regaining one‟s own power or giving power to others.  Social worker Barbara Simon‟s 
perspective is that the process of empowerment assumes that human beings are responsible, in 
partnership with others, for making the world a better place. The employment of human agency 
to improve society is a critical component of empowerment. However, rugged independence is 
not empowerment; rather, recognizing and embracing the interdependence of all human beings is 
central to understanding empowerment. As part of the practice of self-empowerment, people will 
call on others for support and guidance (Simon, 1994). Psychologist Julian Rappaport concurs. In 
his groundbreaking 1981 thesis, Rappaport rejects both the paternalistic “prevention” model 
(which is based on perceived needs) and the rights-oriented control model (which often leads to 
benign neglect) in favor of the empowerment model, which recognizes people as complete 
citizens with both rights and needs. He defines the aim of empowerment as enhancing the 
possibilities for people to control their own lives, as opposed to paternalistically imposing a set 
58 
 
of pre-packaged programs or policies on them, or simply ignoring them. He further elaborates 
that empowerment requires a belief that “many competencies are already there or at least 
possible, given niches and opportunities” (Rappaport 1981, p. 16). Likewise, positive youth 
development and youth empowerment theories that came later, borrowed this strength-based 
approach.  
The theme of empowerment sprang from many different sources (Simon, 1994). Indeed, 
the underlying principles of participatory decision-making and individual agency form the 
foundation of democracy (Morton, 2011a).  Simon traces social workers‟ conceptions of 
empowerment to the 1890s, but recognizes that these notions were “drawn from a common 
cumulative reservoir of historical precedent and thought. …[E]ach generation of activists then 
has tailored it to resonate with the demands and visions of its own time and place” (Simon 1994, 
p. 34). In other words, empowerment was practiced long before the term was formally used to 
describe a social movement.  
In the second half of the twentieth century, social movements such as the black power 
movement and women‟s liberation generated a number of other empowerment initiatives 
including youth empowerment. The term empowerment was coined in social work practice in 
1976 by Barbara Solomon in her seminal book, Black Empowerment (Simon 1994).  In the 
context of working with minorities, Solomon defined empowerment as reducing powerlessness 
based on membership in a stigmatized group and helping group members develop feelings of 
competence. She emphasized analyzing the power issues that contribute to a person‟s inability to 
use resources. Other disadvantaged groups embodied these ideas in their movements such as the 
Redstockings and the Gray Panthers. The Redstockings, a women‟s liberation organization in 
NYC that formed in 1968, believed that all members were equal; therefore, they elected no 
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officers. Rather each member drew a task and the group had the responsibility to support other 
members‟ efforts. The Redstockings also proclaimed that women were the experts on female 
issues like abortion. They are famous for the phrases: „sisterhood is powerful‟, „women of the 
world unite‟, „consciousness-raising‟ and „the personal is political‟ among others. Activists to the 
core, some of their tactics included staging a Miss America Protest and disrupting a New York 
State legislative hearing on abortion composed of 14 men and a nun (Sarachild, 1975). 
In a similar vein, the Gray Panthers engage in participatory democracy to determine the 
group‟s direction. Founded in 1970, the movement is an intergenerational partnership fighting 
against “ageism”, a discriminatory practice “based on a person‟s age” (The Gray Panthers, 
2010).  Their central belief regarding programs that serve the elderly is that, “old people should 
be determining the policy that prevails in the program, and should be monitoring the 
performance of the staff in providing the kinds of services that they need and desire” (as cited in 
Sanjek, 1987, p. 157).  Their slogan is “age and youth in action” because they also include young 
people in their movement. 
In summary, this above section discussed empowerment in social work broadly. The type 
of empowerment just described was a collective-identity empowerment or social movement-
based empowerment based on rights and the power of marginalized individuals. The next section 
will detail youth empowerment, youth empowerment theory, and YEPs, which are the focus of 
this dissertation. Specifically, the rest of this chapter will describe how youth empowerment 
programs can be seen as a kind of an organizational expression of the social movement uses of 
empowerment. The chapter will conclude by explaining the simplified theoretical model that will 
be tested in the empirical portion of this dissertation.  
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Youth Empowerment  
Young people are one of the most recent marginalized groups to embrace empowerment. 
While still in its nascent stages, the concept of youth empowerment has become increasingly 
prominent in recent decades.  There are many definitions and alternative names for youth 
empowerment. Youth empowerment has also been referred to as positive youth development, 
youth power, youth voice, youth participation, youth engagement, and youth agency among 
others. According to the World Bank and UNICEF, youth empowerment is “the expansion of 
assets and capabilities of young people to participate in, negotiate with, influence, control, and 
hold accountable institutions that affect their lives” (Homans, 2003, p. 31). In short, youth 
empowerment means including the voices of young people in relevant programming and policy. 
For the purposes of this dissertation, youth empowerment means including youth in the design, 
implementation and/or evaluation of the programs and policies that affect their lives.  
Youth empowerment advocates argue that the participation of youth in organizational 
decision-making, policy creation and program design is vital to the developmental process. 
These advocates posit that participatory processes help youth develop the competencies and 
positive connections they need in order to prepare for adulthood and that these methods are 
better than deficit-based interventions where the objective is to “fix” a troubled youth‟s problem 
behavior (Morton & Montgomery, 2011a).   
Today, many disadvantaged groups of young people promote and practice empowerment, 
such as Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Questioning (LGBTQ) youth (Craig, Tucker, 
& Wagner, 2008; Herdt, Stephen, Sweat, & Marzullo, 2006) runaway and homeless youth 
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(National Network for Youth 2008), youth in the juvenile justice system, (Butts, Mayer, & Ruth, 
2005) and youth in foster care (Foster Care Work Group, 2004).  
Youth Empowerment Theory 
 There is no consensus on a universal youth empowerment theory. One of the 
reasons for this lack of consensus is probably because it draws from and extends so many other 
theories and fields. Youth empowerment theory developed from the literature on empowerment, 
positive youth development, and resilience (Kaplan, Skolnick, & Turnbill, 2009). The youth 
empowerment literature draws on a range of theories including psychological empowerment 
theories, developmental theories, ecological models of human development, social control 
theory, social learning theory, the scholarship on social capital, role theory, and neuroscience 
(Morton & Montgomery, 2011). Morton (2011) support that more consensus on and 
development of theory driven outcomes and measures for youth empowerment would aid future 
development of YEPs. They suggest that “Zimmerman‟s framework could contribute to 
improved measurement of empowerment as an outcome to assess impacts of empowerment as an 
intervention, and this consistency between process and outcome could also strengthen future 
theory of change modeling” (Morton & Montgomery, 2011b, p. 418). The authors urge that 
further research is needed to determine how particular elements of youth empowerment‟s theory 
of change relate to intended outcomes (Morton & Montgomery, 2011b). This theoretical chapter 
will attempt to fill those gaps. 
 The theory described in this section draws heavily from Zimmerman‟s (1995) three 
component psychological empowerment conceptualization. Zimmerman divides psychological 
empowerment into intrapersonal, interactional, and behavioral components. According to 
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Zimmerman, the intrapersonal component refers to how people think about themselves and 
includes domain-specific perceived control, self-efficacy, motivation to control, perceived 
competence, and mastery” (p. 588). The interactional component refers to the understanding 
people have about how to navigate their environment. It includes, critical awareness, 
understanding causal agents, skill development, skill transfer across life domains, and resource 
mobilization. Lastly, Zimmerman‟s behavioral component refers to “actions taken to directly 
influence outcomes” and includes community involvement, organizational participation, and 
coping behaviors.  This dissertation uses a slightly modified version of psychological 
empowerment developed by Ozer and Schotland (2011) because these authors were the first to 
successfully operationalize a measure of psychological empowerment for youth. However, these 
authors also drew heavily from Zimmerman‟s work. The psychological empowerment measure 
will be described in detail in the methods section.  
 Another point of confusion is that empowerment is discussed in the literature as being 
both a process and an outcome (Zimmerman, 1995). This flexibility surrounding the language of 
empowerment implies, perhaps incorrectly, that empowerment can be considered an outcome 
that has an end.  In his nomological network for psychological empowerment, Zimmerman 
explains that empowering processes are how people, organizations, and communities become 
empowered (1995). In other words, empowered outcomes are the consequences of empowering 
processes. Zimmerman (1995) elaborates that empowering processes are a series of experiences 
in which individuals learn to see a closer connection between their goals and a sense of how to 
achieve those goals, gain greater access and possibly even control over resources, and where 
“people influence the decisions that affect their lives” (p.583). Empowering settings provide 
opportunities for empowering process such as shared decision- making, development of a group 
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identity, skill development and participation in important tasks (Zimmerman, 1995).  Youth 
serving programs that provide a structure or setting for these empowering processes are known 
as YEPs. The consequences of participating in these processes are empowered outcomes (Ozer & 
Schotland, 2011). Psychological Empowerment is an empowered outcome at the individual level 
that combines perceptions, interactions, and behaviors that signify some amount of increased 
control over one‟s life circumstances and/or influence in one‟s relevant life domains. 
Specifically, in this dissertation, it is a multi-dimensional concept comprised of sociopolitical 
skills, motivation to influence, participatory behavior, and perceived control (Ozer & Schotland, 
2011). 
Generally speaking, YEPs provide a structure for participatory processes that intend to 
lead to empowered outcomes.  YEPs include youth in the decisions about the design, 
implementation, and/or evaluation of programs, interventions, and/or policies that concern young 
people. They often include youth in organizational decision-making. Structurally, participation in 
YEPs often takes the form of youth serving on committees, councils, boards, workgroups, or in 
staff positions. Youth participation can occur in other types of groups, but the participation must 
be a democratic process that regularly provides opportunities for youth to engage in 
programmatic decision-making. Youth and adults may serve together in formal leadership 
capacities and/or in partnerships, such as on boards or committees. In some YEPs, adults may 
take a supportive facilitator role. Programs must provide regular access to a supportive adult or 
older youth leader, Delivery could take place in community-based organizations, agencies, or 
school-based settings. Programs must convene regularly and last longer than one month. 
Examples of YEP are presented in box 3.1. The empirical part of this dissertation‟s hypothesis is 
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that participation in the YEP processes of empowerment explored in this study should result in 
youth having measurable outcomes of psychological empowerment.  
Not only may participatory processes lead to empowered outcomes, but these processes 
may lead to other desired well-being outcomes. Theoretically, participation in YEPs affects 
psychological empowerment, which in turn affects long term well-being outcomes such as 
academic achievement, economic well-being, and decreased problem behaviors. Participation in 
YEPs should increase psychological empowerment because of the active ingredient of youth 
involvement in programmatic-decision-making provided by YEPs. These causal pathways are 







































Box 3.1 Examples of YEPs 
Represent Magazine 
Represent is a quarterly magazine founded in 1993 that is published for foster care youth, 
by foster care youth.  Young people who are aging out of foster care are hired as youth 
journalists to write stories of interest to foster care youth. For the stories, youth might 
interview other youth and adults both in and out of the child welfare system. They might go 
onsite to investigate an event that interests them in NYC, they might research laws relevant 
to the child welfare system and write about them. Some of the articles are how to pieces 
that instruct youth aging out of care how to advocate for their rights in group homes, how 
to interview for a job, or how to cope with bullying. Many of the articles are personal 
stories of the youth‟s experiences in care or with their biological parents. Foster care 
alumni along with adult facilitators edit the articles and help youth with the writing process.  
These facilitators also attend the monthly meetings, which are led by youth. In these 
meetings, youth decide the theme for the next issue, delegate tasks, discuss graphics and 
layouts and schedule photo shoots. Adults provide guidance by answering questions, giving 
feedback, and offering suggestions. Throughout the next month, youth writers drop in and 
out of the Youth Communication office on 224 W. 29th St in NYC to use the computers to 
write their stories, receive writing coaching, attend photo shoots, or meetings. Represent is 
published by Youth Communication, a nonprofit organization that helps marginalized 
youth strengthen the social, emotional, and literacy skills that contribute to success in 
school, work, and life. Youth Communication also provides lessons and staff development, 
based on the stories, to help staff improve outcomes for youth at their agencies. For more 




Youth Power is a New York State advocacy network of marginalized young people 
including LGBTQ youth and allies, and foster care youth. The program provides a support 
group, peer-to-peer mentoring, and advocacy training. Youth and adult facilitators educate 
each other on government operations, their rights and the ability to use their voices to 
influence policies, practices, regulation and law. The New York City Chapter meets in the 
Lesbian, Gay, Bi-Sexual, and Transgender Community Center on West 13
th
 street for their 




 As previously mentioned, psychological empowerment is what Zimmerman refers to as 
an empowered outcome in his 1995 nomological network article. That is, psychological 
empowerment is an outcome of participation in empowerment processes. Ozer and Schotland 
operationalized Zimmerman‟s concept through their interviews with youth and their examination 
of existing theory. This dissertation borrows Ozer and Schotland‟s conceptualization of 
psychological empowerment, which comprises the sub-domains of: perceived control, 
motivation to influence, socio-political skills, and participatory behavior (Ozer & Schotland, 
2011). The following section will briefly describe the theoretical background for each of these 
dimensions. The subsequent section will explain the core process commitments of YEPs. The 
last theoretical section will detail how process relates to outcome.   
 Before youth can begin to engage in behaviors to achieve a desired goal, they must 
possess certain intrapersonal perceptions such as perceived control, motivation to control, 
perceived competence, and self-efficacy. Indeed, Zimmerman points out that “it is unlikely that 
individuals who do not believe that they have the capability to achieve goals would either learn 
about what it takes to achieve those goals or do what it takes to accomplish them” (1995, p. 589). 
Perceived control refers to “beliefs about one‟s ability to exert influence in different life spheres” 
(p. 588) such as family, work, school, the community, or socio-political contexts.  
 Perceived control provides youth with the motivation to take initiative to influence an 
outcome or perform a behavior. If youth feel that they cannot control the ultimate outcomes of 
their assignments or decisions, they will not even attempt to take action. It also helps if youth 
have the confidence to perform the specific tasks required to achieve the desired outcome (self-
efficacy). Although the intrapersonal component of Zimmerman‟s psychological empowerment 
includes self-efficacy, perceptions about one‟s ability to perform a task are only one part of the 
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intrapersonal component and might actually represent a sub-domain of perceived control. 
Zimmerman and Rappaport (1988) found that the combined variance of 11 different measures of 
perceived control (several of which were self-efficacy measures) formed a single dimension. 
Therefore, Zimmerman concluded that the “single dimension formed by the perceived control 
measures could be considered to represent the intrapersonal component of psychological 
empowerment” (1995, p. 591). This may be why researcher‟s Morton & Montgomery failed to 
find a single significant effect for self-efficacy in their systematic review of YEPs (2011). 
Details of their review are presented in Chapter 2. Ozer and Schotland‟s (2011) formative 
research with a large sample of ethnically diverse urban high school students excluded self-
efficacy, but included domain specific motivation to influence and perceived control. In 
conclusion, there are many overlapping sub-domains of the intrapersonal component of 
psychological empowerment, but perceived control and motivation to influence sufficiently 
cover this domain. More details on the operationalization of perceived control for this study are 
located in Chapter 5: Methodology.  
 The interactional component of psychological empowerment is theorized by Zimmerman 
to contain many constructs, but this researcher agrees with Ozer and Schotland (2011) that 
sociopolitical skills adequately taps into all of these sub-domains. Ozer and Schotland (2011) 
examined  Zimmerman‟s (1995) theory, the empowerment literature, and conducted focus 
groups with urban youth YEP participants and adult practitioners about the measurement of 
psychological empowerment. The authors used this information to create and refine a 
psychological empowerment measure that used socio-political skills to represent the interactional 
component. They defined sociopolitical skills as a type of social competency that taps into the 
domains of problem solving, teamwork, and leadership but also includes knowledge and 
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understanding (Ozer and Schotland, 2011). Likewise, Zimmerman (1995) lists critical awareness, 
understanding causal agents, skill development, skill transfer across life domains, and resource 
mobilization as elements of the interactional component of psychological empowerment. He 
defines the interactional component as “the understanding people have about their community 
and related sociopolitical issues” (1995, p. 589). This means that people are aware of the values, 
issues, and norms of their environment and understand what they need to do to achieve their 
goals in this environment. The knowledge to successfully navigate their environment might 
require youth to research rules, policies, procedures, issues, gather data and to learn the skills 
necessary to effectively present this information to the appropriate parties. Specific skills learned 
could include social competencies such as communication, teamwork, interpersonal, and conflict 
resolution skills. Youth might also develop political competencies which involve understanding 
how to employ social competencies to achieve a desired goal such as securing new resources. 
This interactional component of socio-political skills bridges the intrapersonal component 
encompassed by perceived control and the behavioral component of taking action to exert 
control.  
 According to Zimmerman, “the behavioral component of psychological empowerment 
refers to actions taken to directly influence outcomes” (1995, p. 590). Like all aspects of 
psychological empowerment, these behaviors are applicable to a broad range of contexts. For 
young adults aging out of the foster care system, participatory behaviors might include taking 
leadership roles, making presentations, facilitating a workshop, speaking to politicians, 
performing community service, applying for a job, or performing informational interviews. One 
should keep in mind that all of these behaviors require taking risks, albeit healthy ones.  
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 The previous section just explained the outcome of psychological empowerment. This 
section will explain empowered processes from an organizational or programmatic perspective. 
That is, this section will explain how participants become empowered in a YEP.  
 Morton & Montgomery (2011) assert that YEPs comprise four core process components: 
1) a pro-social environment, 2) adult support 3) youth involvement in important decision-making 
and 4) asset-building activities. This section will explain how each of those core components 
affects the four dimensions of psychological empowerment with an emphasis on the unique 
contribution of youth involvement in programmatic decision-making.  
 First, it should be understood that the only core process component that makes a program 
a YEP, as opposed to any other type of youth development program, is youth involvement in 
decision-making. The core process commitments of a pro-social environment, adult support, and 
asset-building activities are commonly found in any positive youth development (PYD) program. 
PYD programs and YEPs are similar and often used interchangeably, but in fact the two are not 
the synonymous. PYD represents a broader category of “strength-based approaches to working 
with youth and children, of which, YEPs represent one facet” (Morton & Montgomery, 2011, p. 
35).  It is youth involvement in programmatic or organizational decision-making that makes a 
YEP a YEP and that drives psychological empowerment. 
 Youth involvement in program decision-making affects every domain of psychological 
empowerment. Specifically, it affects perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-political 
skills, and participatory behavior.  How youth involvement in programmatic decision-making 
affects each of these sub-domains of psychological will be discussed in turn.  
 It logically follows that youth involvement in program decision-making increases youths‟ 
perceived control. Program participants should feel that they have more control over issues that 
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are important to them. By having a voice in important program or policy decisions, youth may 
develop the confidence that they can influence policies or procedures or decision-makers both in 
and outside the program. For example, many YEPs focus on changing education or child welfare 
policy.  Even if youth cannot make all of the changes that they want, just being involved in the 
decision-making process should give youth an increased perception of control due to the 
perceived procedural justice of the process of influencing decision-makers (Van-Alst, 2011; 
Zimmerman, 1995).  
 Youth involvement in program decision-making should increase their motivation to 
control or influence their environment or important issues that concern them in and out of the 
program (Zapata-Phelen, Colquitt, Scott, & Livingston, 2009). Their motivation to influence 
should increase because of the multiple opportunities they are given to participate in important 
and relevant decisions, because they see their peers making important decisions, and because 
they will begin to feel that they have power and ownership in a process, perhaps for the first time 
in their lives. Having one‟s voice taken seriously is a very motivating force for anyone, 
especially someone who has been traditionally voiceless like a youth aging out of foster care. 
 Youth involvement in program decision-making by definition increases participatory 
behaviors in the program at least. The intent is that these participatory behaviors generalize to 
other domains outside the program. Participation in programmatic decision-making may require 
youth to take leadership roles, recruit their friends, make a presentation to other adults and youth, 
engage in public speaking, conduct informational interviews, fundraise, etc. Engaging in these 
participatory behaviors in the program should make youth feel more comfortable and confident 
about engaging in participatory behaviors outside the program as well. Thus involvement in 
program decision-making should increase the amount of participatory behaviors in general. 
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 When youth participate in programmatic decision-making the idea is that they should be 
learning socio-political skills along the way (Zimmerman, 1995). For example, if youth on an 
advisory board decide that a certain child welfare policy needs to be changed, they will need to 
research the history behind why that policy exists, what problems are associated with that policy, 
who is affected, possible replacement policies, who to relay this information to, and how to relay 
it. Some of the socio-political skills learned will be: how to navigate the child welfare system, 
how to gather and present information, and advocacy skills. 
 It should be clear by now how youth involvement in programmatic decision-making 
affects all four domains of psychological empowerment: participatory behavior, socio-political 
skills, perceived control, and motivation to influence. The following section will examine how 
the other three core process components of YEPs affect the different domains of psychological 
empowerment. None of the three remaining components affects every domain of psychological 
empowerment. At most, these remaining components just affect two of the four domains of 
psychological empowerment.  
 The pro-social environment provides opportunities for participatory behavior and to learn 
and practice socio-political skills. If this environment is truly pro-social, youth will feel 
comfortable enough to take healthy risks because of the positive peer dynamics, encouragement, 
and constructive feedback. These risks include taking advantage of leadership opportunities, 
overcoming challenging obstacles, and voicing their opinions. However, it is crucial that a 
skilled facilitator ensures that the environment is actually pro-social because aggregating 
adolescents together could backfire if there is an influential and deviant young person in the 
group.  Indeed, Dishion found that having one or two deviant youth in group interventions can 
undermine the entire intervention and actually cause iatrogenic effects such as increased 
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delinquency (1999). According to research and theory, the peer group plays a “major role in the 
initiation, maintenance, and escalation of youth problem behavior, including substance use, self-
reported delinquency, and self-and police reported violent behavior” (Rhule, 2005, p. 619). The 
deviant peer contagion effect operates by the presence of a few or many deviant or aggressive 
youths in a group who shift social norms and therefore, aggressive, disruptive, or deviant 
behavior becomes socially acceptable and reinforced (Rhule, 2005). This acceptance and 
reinforcement cycle is referred to as deviancy training by Dishion and colleagues (1999). In 
deviancy training, “rule-breaking discussions and deviant talk are reinforced by contingent 
positive reactions” (Rhule, 2005, p. 620). Given that the adolescent neuroscience and 
developmental theory research indicates that adolescent risk-taking tendencies are heightened in 
groups, it is crucial that YEPs replace unhealthy risk-taking outlets by providing sufficient 
reward or sensation-seeking stimuli to adequately engage youth aging out of foster care. YEPs 
can positively capitalize on the increased risk-taking tendencies of this age group by providing 
sufficient asset-building challenges and skilled facilitators to make sure that youth can connect to 
the resources they need to accomplish those tasks. Facilitators must provide positive feedback, 
encouragement and use any periodic failures as teachable moments to ensure that the early stages 
of asset-building does not result in decreased self-efficacy.  
 Asset-building or skill-building activities should directly affect socio-political skills and 
might indirectly affect perceived control. If youth practice asset building activities (such as 
marketing or evaluating the program) then they should gain the associated socio-political skills 
such as improved written and oral communication, negotiation, interview, and problem-solving 
abilities. It could be argued that asset-building might indirectly also affect perceived control 
because, as youth break larger, seemingly daunting, tasks into smaller parts and systematically 
73 
 
complete those smaller parts, they might feel increased control over at least the asset-building 
portion of the program. Whether this translates to general perceived control might be a 
theoretical stretch, however it is possible. 
 Adult support affects socio-political skills and participatory behavior. Adult support 
should affect socio-political skills because adult or older youth facilitators should be directly 
teaching and/or modeling these skills and connecting youth to resources to accomplish their 
goals. For example, adults or older youth facilitators teach the youth where to access and how to 
do the research. They might also help youth secure space, computers, and connections to people 
in positions of power. Adults are supposed to encourage youth to participate in leadership roles 
or other types of participatory behaviors in the program. These participatory program 
experiences might lead youth to participate more outside of the program such as on their student 
council, in a local social movement, on community advisory boards, or lobbying politicians for a 
cause important to them.   
 Together, non-cognitive assets such as perceived control, motivation to influence, self-
efficacy and socio-political skills predict job performance, academic achievement, and other 
well-being outcomes. Socio-political skills include social competencies. These types of “soft” or 
“emotionally intelligent” skills are the biggest predictor of achieving successful career 
development and employment (Bradberry & Greaves, 2009). Thus, youth empowerment operates 
by affecting non-cognitive mental health proximal (mediating) outcomes which in turn can affect 
a number of distal outcomes such as economic well-being, educational achievement, civic 
responsibility, community involvement, and risk-taking behavior (Jennings et al., 2006; Morton, 
2011; Pearlman et al., 2002). Research evidence supports the claim that non-cognitive skills (i.e., 
social skills and competencies, self-identity, self-esteem, self-control and self-efficacy) explain 
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social and economic success (i.e., wages, employment, and educational attainment) as well or 
better than cognitive skills (i.e. reading, writing, and mathematical abilities) (Morton, 2011; 
Heckman,  Stixrud, & Urzua,  2006). The full youth empowerment process is diagramed in 
Appendix A. The most important aspect of the full process diagram is that almost every pre-
intervention variable (with the exception of the variable “other programs”) operates through the 
mediating influence of the level of pre-YEP psychological empowerment variable. That is, the 
level of psychological empowerment that the youth had before participating in any intervention 
helps determine whether or not they enter a YEP. Theoretically, the lower the level of pre-level 
psychological empowerment, the less likely the youth is to enter a YEP. This researcher was not 
able to collect data on all of these pre-intervention variables due to resource and time constraints. 
However, several variables that the researcher was able to measure can serve as proxy variables 
for pre-YEP psychological empowerment. Specifically, it is theorized that the longer youth spent 
in foster care and the more placement they had, the lower their pre-intervention psychological 
empowerment will be.  This full process diagram also cannot be tested for this dissertation for 
several other reasons. One of the reasons is resource constrains (time and money).  Only the 
variables in black were measured and tested in the survey.  Furthermore, Figure 2.3 is not a 
testable conceptual model in the Morgan and Winship (2007) sense. Morgan and Winship 
propose directed acyclical graphs (DAGs) for social research that uses observational methods to 
test causal pathways. This research fits the authors‟ aforementioned description. These DAGs 
help researchers infer causality in complex social interventions by separating variant but non-
confounding factors and identifying which variables need to be controlled for to avoid 
confounding (Grant & Calderbank-Batista, 2013). The simplified DAG presented in Figure 2.4 
will be tested in this dissertation.  
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 Figure 3.4 only includes variables that affect selection into YEP as well as the outcome of 
psychological empowerment, either directly or indirectly. The logic behind this is that a variable 
can only affect the relationship between two variables if it is related to both of them (either 
directly or indirectly). Therefore, none of the variables that only influence the outcome of 
psychological empowerment (perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-political skills 
and participatory behavior) need to remain in the model. The demographic variables (age at 
program entry, gender, race and ethnicity) and risk profile variables (length of time in care, and 
number of placements) were both measured and affect entry into a YEP (indirectly through the 
pre-intervention psychological empowerment variable) and the outcome variable of current level 
of psychological empowerment. Furthermore none of the distal variables such as academic 
achievement, economic stability, and negative risk-taking behavior were measured because a 
longitudinal study design was needed to measure these.  
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 In summary, the theory presented above defined YEPs as programs that consistently  
involve youth in meaningful organizational decisions among other requirements. Involvement in 
the YEP process components should produce higher levels of psychological empowerment: 
perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-political skills, and participatory behavior. 
YEPs should meet somewhat regularly and last longer than a month in order to properly 
implement their key components. YEP delivery can take place in community-based 
organizations, agencies, or school-based settings. YEPs may have different curriculum content 
and focus, but they all must have the four key core components: 1) consistent youth involvement 
in programmatic decision-making 2) supportive adult facilitator or trained older youth facilitator 
3) asset-building activities 4) a pro-social environment that provides regular interaction with 
peers.  Most positive youth development programs and many out-of-school time prevention 
programs have components 2, 3, and 4. It is the active ingredient of component 1) youth 
involvement in programmatic decision-making, that distinguishes a YEP from any other type of 
program. The operationalization of YEPs, YEP core processes, and psychological empowerment 
is detailed in the methods chapter of this dissertation. Because youth involvement in 
programmatic-decision-making  is so crucial to the definition of a YEP, and because there is so 
much heterogeneity in YEP content and delivery format, the extent to which YEPs involve youth 
in programmatic decision-making is mentioned below and in the methods chapter.  
 
Levels of Youth Participation 
 .As previously mentioned, there are many definitions of youth empowerment and no 
consensus on the conceptualization of youth empowerment theory. Many youth-serving 
programs call themselves YEPs, but it is debatable as to whether how much youth participation 
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in organizational or programmatic decision-making is actually occurring. Several classification 
systems have been developed to create categories for the variations of youth involvement in 
programmatic decision-making within youth serving organizations, programs, or projects. The 
two most influential ones are provided below.  
 
Figure 3.5 Hart‟s Ladder of Participation
 
Source: Adapted from Hart, 1992.  
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 Hart‟s ladder of participation was published by UNICEF in 1992 in his seminal paper 
Children‟s participation: From tokenism to citizenship. The diagram is so influential and has 
been used so much as a model for youth empowerment that in 2008, Hart wrote a paper in 
response titled Stepping back from the model: Reflections on a model of participatory work with 
children. In his 2008 paper he warns that the model was never intended to be used as a 
comprehensive tool for measuring work with children. This researcher reviews the model 
because it is so seminal in the field of youth empowerment and has influenced the thinking of so 
many researchers and practitioners. The model delineates a continuum of eight levels at which 
young people can be engaged in youth programming (Morton, 2011). One of the problems with 
the model is that it gives readers the impression that the more youth have control, the more 
empowering the program is. This is not always the case, and total youth control could be argued 
to be disempowering anarchy. Furthermore, it might give readers the impression that all YEPs 
must strive for the top rung and adult experience and input has no value.  
 Wong and colleagues‟ Typology of Youth Participation and Empowerment (TYPE) 
Pyramid attempts to improve Hart‟s ladder (Morton & Montgomery, 2011) by valuing the role of 
adults more. When looking at the TYPE pyramid below, readers will notice that the role of adults 
in the empowerment process is placed at the peak. This is consistent with the youth 
empowerment literature, which stresses the importance of the role of adults to facilitate order, 
connect youth to resources, encourage youth, and offer life experience and expertise (Hart, 2008; 
Jennings, 2006; Morton & Montgomery, 2011). Some youth empowerment experts even argue 
that the role of adults may be even greater in YEPs than in other types of programs, because in 
YEPs the adults are responsible for development of youths‟ skills and contributions even though 
the nature of the relationship between youth and adults is more equal and horizontal (Morton & 
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Montgomery, 2011; Wong, Zimmerman, & Parker, 2010). The methodology chapter explicitly 
states which programs will constitute YEPs according to Wong and colleagues 2010 TYPE 
pyramid.  
  












 total control 
Symbolic 
- Youth have 





- Youth have 







- Youth have 




 most control 
Autonomous 
-Youth have 
voice & active 













Chapter 4: An Early Example of Youth Empowerment in the U.S. Foster Care System 
“The underlying philosophy of the children‟s republic was: children are not the people of 
tomorrow, but people today. They are entitled to be taken seriously. They have a right to be 
treated by adults with tenderness and respect, as equals, not as masters and slaves. They should 
be allowed to grow into whoever they were meant to be: the „unknown person‟ inside each of 
them is the hope for the future.” 
-Janusz Korczak, 1878-1942, early advocate for the dignity and empowerment of the most 
marginalized children (Lifton 1988, 62).  
Historical Overview 
 The Children‟s Aid Society (CAS) was founded in 1853 and is considered the precursor 
to the modern day foster care system in the U.S. Much has been written about the orphan trains 
which, until 1929, sent poor children from New York to live with families in the West. Gish 
(1999) selected a random sample of 432 children that participated in the orphan train program 
and examined their case records. He found that children that participated in the orphan train 
movement were not passive recipients of emigration services that were imposed upon them but 
rather active agents that used “the program to achieve their own ends” (p. 138). Gish examined 
the orphan train emigration portion of CAS‟s programming.  
 No one, however, has examined the more progressive moments of the organized 
programming that occurred outside of the orphan train movement from a youth empowerment 
perspective. The historical section of this dissertation corroborates and extends Gish‟s work. This 
researcher also examines the orphan train participants and their reasons for using the program to 
evaluate if they used the program for their own purposes and actively shaped the program. 
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Unlike Gish‟s work however, this historical section also examines the CAS programming 
occurring in New York City.  
This section of the dissertation will attempt to answer the research question: To what 
extent were there empowering aspects of the Children‟s Aid Society (CAS) between1853-1899? 
This researcher speculates that youth were not just passive recipients of CAS‟ services, and 
offers evidence of young people actively shaping CAS programming. The researcher will begin 
by explaining her methodology, provide a brief overview of child saving movements and then 
examine the degree that youth empowerment or youth participation occurred in the CAS. She 
will conclude by stating that various levels of empowerment and disempowerment occurred in 
the CAS programming.  
Historical Methodology 
This portion of the dissertation explores elements of youth empowerment in the CAS 
during the time period of 1853-1899 using primary documents.  Contemporaneous 19
th-
century 
newspapers, annual reports, letters, diaries, and other CAS correspondence were studied. 
This researcher examined 419 articles from the “America‟s Historical Newspapers” to 
determine the scope of empowerment occurring in any of the CAS programs.  The researcher 
only used one search term, “Children‟s Aid Society”, in order to conduct the most sensitive 
search possible. The researcher then read 100% of the 419 articles fully to see if she could 
capture any instance of an empowering moment having to do with the CAS. The researcher 
highlighted empowerment-relevant themes she found in the newspaper articles that she printed 
from the electronic database. She stacked the newspaper articles into piles that seemed to reflect 
common themes. She then typed the relevant passages from each pile under a subheading that 
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described the common theme for that pile. She organized her initial draft of the paper according 
to those subheadings. This rudimentary classification system formed the basis for what she 
searched for in the New-York Historical Society.  
Initially, the researcher read hundreds of letters written by children and archived at the 
New-York Historical Society because the initial draft of her paper included a section entitled, “a 
forum for the youth voice.” After receiving feedback on her manuscript from the Journal of 
Children, Youth, and Environments, the researcher decided to mainly focus on the programming 
conducted in New York by CAS. This topic required her to examine records in Series III 
“Reports 1853-1942” Series IV “Officers and Trustees of the CAS Correspondence and other 
Materials 1853-1959”, Series V “Diaries, Memoirs, and Historical Sketches by CAS Employees, 
circa 1853-1959” Series IX, “CAS Facilities Records”, Series XI “Records of Children‟s 
Emigration, Placing out, And Foster Home Programs”, and Series XII “Records of Other CAS 
Programs & Services.” To get an external perspective, she also examined Series XIV 
“Newspaper Clippings and Articles from periodicals 1854-1984” and Series XV, “Materials 
Produced by other Organizations.” These sources provided more information about CAS‟s youth 
development programming than the children‟s letters. The researcher assigned each date within a 
series a number in chronological order, cutting the dates off at 1899 because she wanted to 
capture the programming through the economic depression that lasted from 1893-1899 and 
because, by 1899, CAS programming had expanded dramatically. The researcher used a random 
number generator to select dates from 1853-1899 within the series. She then typed relevant 
quotes from the original materials into her word processor and several months later re-read all of 
the quotes. She re-organized the quotes into relevant themes and highlighted the ones that best 




In 1853, at a time when the streets of New York City teemed with homeless orphans and 
impoverished children, Charles Loring Brace founded the Children‟s Aid Society (CAS) in an 
effort to “save” street children from the slums. CAS was one of the earliest child-saving 
organizations in the United States. The origins of the child-saving movement can be found 
roughly during the period of 1873-1914, when many social organizations, institutions and 
reforms concerning children emerged (Takanishi 1978).  The movement came about due to 
changing conceptions of children as a separate, sacred and vulnerable class endangered by the 
„corrupting‟ influences of immigration, industrialization, and urbanization (Hart 1991).  
Delinquency prevention, hyper-vigilance about children‟s morality, and paranoia among middle 
and upper classes concerning the “morally deficient” lower classes characterized this movement.  
The notion of prevention is especially central to this movement. Child-saving advocates believed 
that children were malleable and targeted childhood for reform because they considered this 
stage in human development as the time when behavioral problems and anti-social tendencies 
were most likely to originate.  If reared correctly, children would grow up to sustain preexisting 
morals and improve the social order. If not, children would become an immoral criminal class 
that would threaten society (Brace, 1972; Takanishi 1978, Vandepol, 1982, Krisberg, 2005).   
During this period, many public, private and religious organizations began to intervene in 
family life with the conscious intent of “protecting children” (Hart 1991).  According to 
Takanishi, as child-saving agencies developed, they intensified this moral crusade and view of 
poor families as a pariah class, abandoning their initial understanding of the structural causes of 
children‟s problems. CAS shared some of these attitudes and perceptions, making itself a target 
for later criticism. Historians have carefully studied the social-control, disruptive (Boyer, 1978), 
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stigmatizing, and paternalistic dimensions of CAS (Katz, 1986; Vanderpol, 1982); however, the 
participatory aspects have been largely overlooked. 
The 19
th
 Century‟s View of Youth 
A precursor to the modern-day foster care system, the Children‟s Aid Society is perhaps 
best known for its „emigration‟ or „placing out‟ program, a controversial practice of sending 
wayward children West on what became known as “orphan trains” to live with foster families on 
rural farms  (“Mr. J.P. Brace” 1880, January; Gish 1999; Kidder 2003-2004). Like many child-
saving advocates, Brace‟s motivations for this practice reflected an anxiety about the ever-
expanding poor classes and the morality of youth combined with a genuine concern about the 
welfare of disadvantaged children.  Brace never articulated “empowerment” as his intention. 
(That term only emerged in social work and social science literature in 1976, with Barbara B. 
Solomon‟s pathbreaking book, Black Empowerment: Social Work in Oppressed Communities.)  
However, the participatory approach CAS employed in its programming occasionally presented 
unique opportunities for the empowerment of the young people it served.  
In Brace‟s era, children – especially poor children – were among the least likely groups to 
be empowered. Parents had considerable “control over their minor children”, including “the 
authority to send children out into the labor force for long hours” (Novkov 2000, 371). During 
this time, “the law treated ten-year-olds as adults and boys sweated beside their fathers in coal 
mines” (Jackson 1986, para 4). Forcing this much responsibility onto children is not 
empowerment by contemporary understandings of the term (Chinman and Linney, 1998; 
Jennings, Parra-Medina, Hilfinger Messias, McLoughlin, 2006, Morton, 2011). 
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If children occupied one of the least empowered positions in society, then poor children 
represented the lowest of the low in the social hierarchy. Askeland (1998) highlights how Brace 
compared poor children to “stagnating rainwater that frequently blocked the flow of commerce 
in New York Streets, and – worse still – to the human fecal matter that posed a real, grave danger 
to public health…” (para 14). These views are evident in Brace‟s writings as well: 
It should be remembered that there are no dangers to the value of property or to the 
permanency of our institutions so great as those from the existence of such a class of 
vagabond, ignorant, ungoverned children. This „dangerous class‟ has not begun to show 
itself, as it will in eight or ten years…they have grown up as ignorant of moral principle 
as any savage or Indian. They will poison society. (“Children‟s Aid Society” 1854, 
February, 1)  
Brace‟s statements come at the beginning of a time when increasing numbers of   “ragged, 
unsupervised children roved the streets in small bands, sometimes stealing and breaking store 
windows” (Takanishi 1978, 13). Not knowing how to handle this social problem, police arrested 
vagrant children as young as five and incarcerated them with adults. Brace‟s solution to this 
perceived social problem of vagrant children was to create the Children‟s Aid Society.   
The Degree of Youth Participation in the Children‟s Aid Society 
Critics of the Children‟s Aid Society might doubt that Brace‟s organization could have 
fostered any of what, since Solomon, we refer to as “empowering” experiences. Certainly there 
were many negative and disempowering aspects of the aid society.  For instance, lack of 
oversight left children vulnerable to possible abuse and neglect. CAS staff often advocated for 
the separation of siblings and complete severance from the “contaminating influence of their 
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families” (Gish 1999, 121). Furthermore, the agency permitted a humiliating child selection 
process where agents “invited the prospective foster parents to inspect the children, in the same 
manner they‟d inspect cattle: publically, critically, and without any sense of the child‟s feelings” 
(Kidder 2003-3004, Winter, 33). 
The agency‟s actions are not the only source of contention. Historian Stansell and 
sociologist Bellingham criticize Brace‟s marketing strategies, focusing mainly on the 
paternalistic and classist language that he used in his writings about the poor. Stansell attributes a 
negative shift in society‟s views of the poor “at least in part to the dark, sensationalistic edge of 
the „urban sketch‟ that Brace and other writers, including Charles Dickens, produced” (Askeland 
1998, 147). Stansell claims that Brace‟s annual reports contributed to creating “the urban horror 
in which ordinary working-class people, going about their daily business, came to figure as an 
almost subhuman species” (Stansell 1986, 169).  Bellingham argues that the rhetorical devices 
Brace used had the effects of “gut[ting] any authentic compassion for” the suffering and failures 
of poor families and allowing the middle class “to see poor children as persons whose roots in 
groups could be disregarded” (Bellingham 1986, 306).  
Despite the agency‟s shortcomings and Brace‟s demeaning rhetoric, there were several 
unique participatory opportunities available to these “friendless” children, which were not 
available to their peers from traditional family structures. Specific potentially empowering 
aspects of the CAS program include: 1) providing what would today be considered asset-
building and leadership opportunities;  2) providing adult facilitators that encouraged youth 
involvement in programmatic decision-making, skill building opportunities, and a pro-social 
environment; and 3) treating children as independent clients who helped shape the program. 
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This paper argues that, in the process of performing an unprecedented social experiment 
with one of the most disenfranchised populations in the United States, CAS planted some of the 
first seeds of youth empowerment in foster care.  That the leadership and staff of the CAS 
concomitantly disempowered children in various aspects of the “orphan trains” is 
incontrovertible.  The story of CAS‟ disempowering activities has been told; the narrative of 
CAS‟ empowering work follows.  
Youth as clients 
The focus of the historical section of this dissertation is on the CAS programming 
that occurred within New York City. Therefore, this researcher will start by describing 
some of the innovative programming in the New York City lodging houses created and 
run by the CAS.  
CAS viewed the children in the lodging houses as consumers and clients with 
responsibilities, not just as children in need. This CAS point of view is evidenced in 
statements like,  
we wanted to prevent them from growing up vagrants, and to save them from 
exposure to the weather, and consequent disease, and to help them on in the 
world. But that they were not objects of charity, but each one a lodger in his own 
hotel, paying his six cents for a bed. (Vol 39, 1866, Short Sermons, p. 22-23) 
CAS recognized that while the children had needs, and the organization was going to try 
to meet some of those needs, the children also had rights and responsibilities and the 
organization tried to treat them like they were citizens, or at least like clients or 
consumers as is evidenced by the small fee for services CAS charged and the official 
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explanation they gave for running their NYC programming in this way. The 1866 Short 
sermons to newsboys with a history of the formation of the Newsboys Lodging House 
provides more details on the fee structure: 
The great peculiarity of the New York News Boys Lodging-House, as 
distinguished from similar European institutions, is the payment demanded from 
the lodgers. This is now five cents for lodging, three cents for supper, and one 
cent for use of lockers. The object of this is to cultivate the feeling of 
independence and self-respect in these children, and to aid in the support of the 
Charity. They value the place more from paying of it, and do not contract the 
vices of paupers. I had always feared that we could not combine the system of 
half-pay and half-charity; that is , that some should be required to pay and others 
be received free. We have done so, however for years (Vol 39, p. 45). 
 
The CAS also fined youth for breaking rules. From 1854-1866, CAS expended $42,177.78 for 
the lodging houses. During the same period, “twelve thousand and twenty dollars and ninety-five 
cents ($12,020.95) have been paid by the boys toward the Lodging-House, in petty sums of four 
or five cents each for lodging” and other amenities (Short Sermons, 1966, Vol 39, p. 47). This 
statement documents that the boys paid for 29% of its operating expenses over that 12- year 
period. Charging fees for services rendered could be interpreted by some as exploitative, but the 
fees were so minimal and the services so generous that it is fair to say that the lodging houses 
were, in fact, benevolent, rather than extractive. 
Treating children as clients is not the same process as empowerment, but it does 
demonstrate that children were not helpless victims of a pre-packaged program that was 
paternalistically imposed on them. Furthermore, other aspects of CAS actually came  




Asset-building and leadership opportunities 
The CAS did not just send children West. Two of its lesser-known programs, the 
“children‟s savings bank” and “lending library”, provided economic empowerment and 
leadership opportunities for this marginalized group of children. The savings bank is described in 
the December 21, 1878, edition of the Daily Evening Bulletin: 
By the side of the library is the savings bank. The till is divided into squares, all 
numbered with a slit in each, and it is fashioned with a strong padlock. Each depositor 
puts his money in when he pleases at his own number and no one but himself knows the 
amount till it is counted at the end of the month in the presence of all the depositors. He 
can then take it away if he pleases, but if he prefers to leave it, it is placed in a bank down 
town, and five cents added to every dollar of it. At the end of the three months, it draws 
ten per cent interest. (“The Children‟s Aid Society”, col A) 
While the theory of asset-development and the idea of micro-savings in the form of individual 
development accounts is generally credited to the late 20
th
 century, this CAS program represents 
one of the earliest instances of a micro-savings program for poor youth. In fact, the CAS‟s 
“children‟s savings banks” closely resemble what is considered a relatively new innovation in 
asset-building approaches for the poor, Child Development Accounts (CDAs). According to 
Ssewamala, Sperber, Zimmerman and Karimli (2010) “CDAs generally consist of a special bank 
account opened in a child‟s name to be used by a child (and/or guardian) for specific 
development-oriented purposes, sometimes with enhanced or subsidized interest provided for the 
accounts” (5). Brace employed this same logic more than a century earlier. In the following 
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excerpt, the 1878 newspaper article goes on to describe how youth using the savings accounts 
gained control over their life outcomes through income generating opportunities:  
One boy put in ten cents the first month, and continued saving until he had $12. He took 
out this amount and speculated with it till he had $59. This was put in the bank and more 
added, making the sum $90. With this money he bought a corner lot in Brooklyn, close to 
the university. He holds the property in his own name and pays the taxes, yet he is but 
seventeen years old. He has $10 in the bank now. When the first ten cents was put in he 
did not work. Now he earns his money and is justly proud of his position. He says he 
would not have laid away a cent had it not been for this bank.  
The often overlooked savings program was extensive. According to the St. Louis Globe, as of 
1880, “there was a bank in every lodging house” (“Children‟s Aid Society” 1880, January, 8 col 
B). This means that there were many micro-savings banks because the lodging houses were 
extensive. As of 1866, according to the Short sermons to newsboys with a history of the 
formation of the Newsboys Lodging House records, “we may fairly conclude that at least more 
than twenty thousand different boys have been the subjects of this charity” (Vol 39, p. 47). Even 
as early as 1866, over the 12 short years that the lodging houses had been in operation, the boys 
had already deposited $12, 379.94, and this total was “omitting from the calculation three years 
in which no account was kept” (Vol 39, 1866, short sermons to newsboys with a history of the 
formation of the Newsboys Lodging House).  This sum is an astonishing amount to save in 9 
years during that time period and it speaks to the scope of the savings program. This program 
and the way in which it operated was not a rare or one-time event but a regular part of the CAS‟s 
New York programming.  
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Although the savings program was adult-initiated, it operated democratically, engaging 
youth in programmatic-decision-making  in many ways. The boys decide how much to deposit, 
when to open the bank, when to close it, how long to keep it closed, whether or not it will be a 
closed or open bank, and how to spend their money. Most of these decisions are made by a 
simple majority vote. This democratic decision-making process can be seen in the excerpts 
below.  
The superintendent, following his usual plan, called the lads together for a meeting, told 
them the object of the Bank, which was to make them save their money, and put it to vote 
how long it should be kept locked. They voted for two months, and thus, for all this time, 
the depositors could not get at their savings. Some repented and wanted their money, but 
the rule was rigid. At the end of the period, the Bank was opened in the presence of all 
the lodgers, with much ceremony, and the separate deposits were made known, amid an 
immense deal of “chaffing” from one another. The depositors were amazed at the amount 
of their savings; the increase seemed to awaken in them the instinct property, and they at 
once determined to deposit the amounts in the City Savings Banks, or to buy clothes with 
them. (Vol 39, 1866, short sermons to newsboys with a history of the formation of the 
Newboys Lodging House) 
 
Again, this savings process was not a one-off event, but rather the normal way CAS conducted 
its savings programming in the lodging houses. Examples like the ones below demonstrate the 
kinds of democratic programmatic decisions the boys made about the savings banks. 
It should be mentioned that the boys passed, in September, a resolution that their „Bank‟ 
should be opened on November 1. „I move that the boy as has the most tin in the Bank, 
gives a treat of oysters to all the rest!‟ said one little boy, mounted on a desk – a 
proposition which excited immense applause. „I move coffee and cakes!‟ „I go in for 
that!‟… „Half-past seven, Mr. Tracey!‟ „Hold your hats!‟ „Ready now?‟ … As the 
eventful moment approached the uproar increased. „I move that the Bank be opened.‟ 
Then, from all the large boys, „Oh now keep order – can‟t you?‟ (Appendix, p. 228-229, 
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Short sermons to newsboys with a history of the formation to the newsboys lodging 
house, by Charles Loring Brace, 1866).  
We can see from the above passage that the older boys are trying to enforce rules. The youth also 
create rules and determine the timing of program events. They make motions, resolutions and 
vote.  
In the following excerpts we see the adult facilitator, Mr. Tracey, state that the micro-
savings program is youth-run and he is just providing guidance in the background. This process 
is similar to the way many modern YEPs operate. In the following passage, the adult facilitator 
provides resources in the form of earned interest and makes suggestions as the youth clamor to 
put their money in the bank. Mr. Tracey tells the boys, “everyone who sets apart all he can and 
puts it in the Savings-Bank gets five percent more for the year …“I don‟t want to control any 
boy, but make these suggestions that I may set him thinking on the subject” (Mr. Tracey, p. 230). 
Again later, Mr. Tracey says, “boys, you know this is your affair; I shall do whatever you 
decide” (p. 233).  It is evident that the asset-building activity was facilitated by an adult, but 
participation was voluntary and the youth were completely engaged.  For example,  
…As soon as Mr. T. had done speaking, the clamor and their characteristic restlessness 
began again. „Mr. Tracey, what‟s the time – past seven?‟ „It‟s going to open now!‟ „Get 
out of the Way!‟ „I‟m for the Banks!‟… „My eyes! – what a stock of pennies Barney has! 
– count it!‟  „There‟s an English ha‟penny! – Hurry up!‟ -… “I make a move,” says 
Barney, having got his own money, “that the Bank be closed!” at which there was a 
general laugh. This kind of running fire was kept up during the whole time, the boys 
being in the greatest excitement… (p. 231) 
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CAS not only facilitated economic empowerment initiatives for disadvantaged young 
people but also provided multiple opportunities for youth leadership roles and the skill-building 
the accompanies these roles. The savings bank occasionally offered unique spinoff opportunities 
for youth to practice leadership. For example, CAS‟s 1859 Annual Report describes how an 
agency staff member hosted a mock trial in order to resolve a dispute involving money from the 
savings bank. The youth comprised the jury, lawyers and accused:  
An action at law for money lent. Oct. 3, 1859.   
Two of the newsboys brought before Mr. O‟Conner the facts of a case of covenant that 
had been made between them. John L- lent one dollar to James M-, on condition of 
receiving fifty cents interest on the opening of the bank. James, at the expiration of two 
weeks, perceiving, as he thought a chance of increasing his capital, was about to venture 
it in a gambling speculation.  John discovered the awful risk he was about to run, so he 
took back the money, and nevertheless now demanded the interest, reducing it, however 
to twenty-five cents. James appealed to Mr. O‟Conner, who before he would form any 
decision, wished to have the impartial opinion of a jury of newsboys in the matter. 
Plaintiff and defendant agreed to this arbitration, so the court was opened with due 
solemnity, the volunteer crier of the court appearing in an old white hat with a hole in the 
crown and a very narrow brim. The jury was empanelled by Mr. O‟Connor, and sat in 
front of the platform; they were small boys, and three fourths of them were barefooted. 
Two tall, humorous-looking boys, „Sheridan‟ and „Rumblossom,‟ stepped forward to 
argue the case, as lawyers, for John and James. …The jury unanimously agreed that they 
money should be paid (the quarter), and the parties were mutually satisfied. Mr. 
O‟Connor then opened the bank, and the boys, according to the priority of their numbers, 
received the deposits they had made for the preceding month. (The Children's Aid 
Society 1860a, 59-60) 
The library program served as another youth leadership opportunity. CAS encouraged 
youth to participate in the implementation and organization of lending library clubs.  As 
described in The Daily Inter Ocean: 
the child into whose home the case is put acts as librarian and gives out the books every 
Saturday to the neighborhood children, who form the library club. …In one case officers 
were elected by the Australian ballot system. Another club boasts of a self-appointed but 
duly-elected critic. (“Home Libraries” 1894, December, 10 col D) 
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While CAS provided youth leadership and empowering roles through formal programs 
such as the savings banks and lending libraries, occasionally the youths created opportunities for 
leadership on their own.  Just as the youth decided to politically organize the library clubs, they 
also pioneered their own groups and initiatives through the society. In 1878, the Daily Evening 
Bulletin stated that: 
the boys have organized a military company named „Aid Cadets Co. A.‟ It consists of 
fifty members who are drilled by one of their number, who is a member of some adult 
Cadet Company. They drill every Tuesday evening. On New Years eve, they give an 
entertainment, at which they exhibit their proficiency, play games and hand around 
refreshments, the expences being paid by a collection. (“The Children‟s Aid Society” 
1878, December, col A)  
This cadet troupe represents an early example of youth-driven, youth-adult partnerships where 
the children are actively engaged in program design, implementation and funding. Similarly, in 
1895, the Inter Ocean reports that the society: 
has so stimulated the intelligence and patriotism of the more adolescent youth as to have 
inspired them with desire to establish a boys‟ brigade, acting under military rules, and 
known as the Lincoln Guards. …The company regulations, largely framed by the boys 
prohibit smoking, swearing, drinking, and unclean conversation.   
("The Children's Aid Society" 1895, April, 6 col A) 
The Newboys lodging house provided other asset-building activities that were not necessarily 
youth-run or initiated but that provided skills and unique opportunities. CAS‟s micro-loan 
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program is not well known, and while not as extensive as the savings account program, the 
following passage makes it seem like it was not a rare opportunity either.  
To meet an absolute necessity, B.J. Howland Esq., one of our staunchest friends,” says 
that the Superintendent in the late Report, “deposited with me two years since, the sum of 
ten dollars, to be loaned in small sums to worthy boys, to enable them to make a start in 
the world. Recently, a lady friend (Mrs. M.) added ten dollars to the funds. During the 
year $255.87 was loaned from this fund, and the profits derived by the boys from the 
sums borrowed amounted to $649.95, or a little more than 252 per cent.: only one dollar 
and eighty cents remains unpaid of the money loaded, which we have not given up for 
lost. The money so borrowed, has, in many cases, been returned in a few hours, and the 
average length of time it has been kept does not exceed one day. The plan has worked 
most admirably. We have loaned it in sums of five cents and upwards. Several who have 
availed themselves of it have been able to acquire a capital, so as to require no further 
assistance, and now have money in the savings bank. (Vol 39, 1866 short sermons, 
footnotes, 28-29).  
It seems from the passage that that the micro-loan program was used by some of the boys in 
conjunction with the micro-savings program, creating a synergy between the two.  
Adult facilitation of asset-building activities and a pro-social environment 
In the following example, Mr. Tracey seems to be a skilled adult facilitator who knows 
when to interject and provide support but also to step back when the youth are fully engaged in a 
pro-social way. The following is an example of how an adult (Mr. Tracey) facilitates youth 
organizational decision-making and asset-building activities.  
After the excitement had passed away, and the boys were beginning to save again, Mr. T. 
gathered them one evening and spoke again on the importance of saving. One boy made a 
motion that the bank be shut till December. This…[motion]…was seconded and then 
opposed; and the uproar increased as the loudest lungs would carry it. The Superintendent 
quieted them, and said, „Boys, you know this is your affair; I shall do whatever you 
decide. We had better have a vote on it and not make this noise.‟  A vote was tried by 
raising hands. The boys who were in the habit of spending their money as fast as earned, 
wanted an open Bank, and the more industrious desired it closed. The result was a tie. 
Now commenced a great excitement. Barney, one of the smartest, jumped on a bench and 
made an electioneering speech in stump orator style. He called upon them to come up to 
their duty like men and citizens of this great Republic. He denounced the opposite party. 
„What right have them coves to vote? They never had no bank, feller-citizens! They 
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never had nothin‟ in it! They haint got their papers,” Mr. Tracey at lengthy moved that 
the house divide. Accordingly they divided, and as arguments would not do, the big boys 
attempted to pull the small ones over to their side. The counting again showed an equal 
number on each side. What to do was the question. It appeared at length, however, that 
four on the negative had never had any-thing in the Bank, and were never likely to have, 
and it was decided to exclude them, and the Bank was closed till December 1. (p. 233, 
Appendix, 1866) 
 
In this passage, the adult facilitator (Mr. Tracey) tries his best to keep the environment pro-
social. A pro-social environment means that there are positive peer dynamics, encouragement, 
and constructive feedback. The youth try to use democratic decision-making to determine 
specific program details, in this case the timing of program events. Like all YEPs, this execution 
of adult support and youth involvement in programmatic decision-making is not flawless as the 
above passage demonstrates. According to Hart‟s ladder, the type of youth participation 
demonstrated by the micro-savings program seems to fall on the 6
th
 rung: Adult initiated shared 
decisions with children. According to Hart, in this level, “though the projects at this level are 
initiated by adults, the decision-making is shared with the young people” (Hart, 1992, p. 12). If 
we use Wong and colleagues TYPE Pyramid, the micro-savings program be classified as a 
Pluralistic program. In this type of program, “adults can serve as role models, sources of support 
and social capital” (Wong, Zimmerman, & Parker, 2010, p. 108). Mr. Tracey came up with the 
idea for the savings banks after he noticed the boys “wasting of money and their gambling…To 
correct these habits … he contrived, what has since been a great blessing to hundreds of street 
boys, the “News boys bank” (Vol 39, short sermons p. 26). Therefore, this program was adult 
initiated. There is no doubt that the adults in the CAS connected the youths to the official banks 
downtown and made them aware of the interest they could earn. These micro-savings connection 
were a form of social capital for the youth that just so happens to help them build actual capital. 
The adults provide positive reinforcement, and opportunities for shared decision-making and 
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planning activities. In Pluralistic program types, adults provide a welcoming climate and enable 
youth. We saw Mr. Tracey provide these things multiple times in the 1866 excerpts about the 
micro-savings program. In the Pluralistic type program, youth are supposed to engage with 
others and participate in decision-making. Again, we see multiple instances in the micro-savings 
program where those criteria are met.  
Unfortunately, the CAS staff members were not formally trained adult facilitators; 
therefore sometimes they allowed the boys to resolve disputes in ways that were not always pro-
social. At least the ways were not pro-social according to the definition this dissertation uses. 
The following is a poor execution of adult support, leaving the youth to resort to anarchy, or 
worse, to handle an unfair situation.  
…we may mention that upon one occasion a boy, with a most rueful visage, made 
application for legging, stating  that he had been badly “stuck” and had no money to pay, 
but would liquidate at some other time. Accordingly he was allowed to go to bed without 
paying; but the next night he had been “stuck” again, and this time another boy had been 
equally unfortunate. This set Mr. Tracey to thinking, and by dint of close listening, he 
discovered that the youngsters had sewed their money up in their under-clothes, and 
intended, when they had gone as far as they could without paying, to “slide on the 
shanty” as they had termed it. Mr. Tracey did not let on to them that he had discovered 
the game they were playing, but took the earliest opportunity to get a number of the boys 
together (the delinquents among the rest), and he quietly asked “the crowd” what they 
thought of a boy who was mean enough to sew his money up, and then tell a bare-faced 
lie for the sake of swindling his best friend out of sixpence? Of course they answered 
with one voice that “such a boy was a sucker,” and that they were down onto him.” 
Nothing further was said at the time, but the next day the debtors squared accounts and 
have not been “stuck” since. (p. 220 appendix) 
It is unclear what the boys did to get the cheater to become “unstuck”, but it might have involved 
bullying, some form of intimidation, or some group activities that were not pro-social. Although 
the boys are holding each other accountable, the adult abdicated his responsibilities as a positive 
role model in this example and seemed to actively encourage the boys to handle the situation in 
whichever way they saw fit through his phrasing of the problem and subsequent neglect. The 
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CAS staff members were probably making the programming philosophy up as they went. 
Sometimes this innovative process worked out smoothly, but it is very likely that, sometimes it 
did not, as is demonstrated by the above example.  
 Although the boys might have used anti-social means to keep other boys in line, they also 
helped each other in many regards. For example,  
Boys coming in without a penny, ragged and dirty, and vermin-covered, nameless * 
orphans, have not infrequently been clothed and started in business by the others. No 
story of misfortune was ever presented to them without its calling forth a generous 
response, and „material aid.‟ They contributed from their small earnings to the „Mount 
Vernon Fund,‟ to the Kansas sufferers, to those who lost in certain severe fires in the 
City, to the Sanitary Commission and many other worthy objects. (Vol 39, 1866, p. 38-
39) 
There were many other examples of the boys‟ philanthropy, generosity, and kindness to other 
lodgers and members of society. Some of these instances were completely unsolicited by adults. 
The boys in the lodging houses might have pushed, shoved, interrupted, beat-up, and bullied 
other boys, but there is also plenty of evidence that they helped each other quite frequently.  
Children as Independent Agents  
As previously mentioned, much more attention – both positive and negative – has 
focused on the orphan train program than on the savings bank and lodging houses. An over-
reliance on Brace‟s rhetoric has led some researchers to believe that CAS primarily broke up 
poor working class families (Askland, 1998 Gish, 1999), and one expert even spoke of “the tens 
of thousands who were swept up and sent West against their will” (peer review, personal 
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communication, August 8, 2011). Researcher Clay Gish examined the emigration program over a 
period of four decades (1853-1890) and found results that cast serious doubts on those 
interpretations. During that time, Brace claimed to have relocated over 90,000 individuals (Gish, 
1999). Gish took a random sample of client case records and journals kept by CAS caseworkers, 
which provided statistics and details on 1,084 clients. Of that number, the case records revealed 
that almost a quarter (249 or 23%) of the individuals who went West were adults. Almost one-
third of the sample consisted of children who emigrated with their parents (333 or 30.7%). The 
sample contained only 432 (40%) individuals who were children that CAS placed in foster 
homes.  
The children in CAS‟s foster placement program generally fell into three broad 
groupings. One group consisted of young orphaned or abandoned children, who came to CASs 
attention through relative or through another social institution, such as an orphanage. These 
children made up 21.3 percent of those in the emigration program. The second group consisted 
of parents or other relatives who brought children to CAS for temporary placement during some 
type of family crisis, and then retrieved them when the crisis passed. This group accounted for 
17.1% of the case records.  The third group and largest group consisted of youths seeking entry 
into the labor force, which made up 55.5% of cases. According to Gish, “this group came into 
the office on their own or with a parent, having heard about the emigration program from one of 
CAS‟s staff, at a lodging house, or from friends who had gone and liked it” (1999, p. 124). 
According to Gish, “CAS‟s clients [including children] played a critical role in shaping 
the agency‟s practices in the late nineteenth century” (1999, 137). Children often approached 
CAS through their own independent impulses to improve their situation or as part of a joint 
decision made with their parents (Gish 1999). This youth-initiated impetus is evidenced by an 
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Atchison Daily Globe article praising 40 boys for taking it upon themselves to seek help from the 
agency:  
But, after all, these boys have to thank themselves for their acquaintances with the 
society. They first sought the society‟s lodging houses. That proved that they instinctively 
preferred a cot to a corner of Theater alley, a dormitory to a doorstep; that they would 
rather save their pennies than beg for pennies, that, in a word, they more esteemed 
cleanliness than craps. (“To make men” 1896, January, col H) 
As previously mentioned, most children did not need foster homes but used the 
emigration program as a means of entry into the labor force (Gish 1999). In fact, “the vast 
majority of young people in the emigration program chose an employment arrangement rather 
than a familial relationship with their „foster parents‟” (132). For example, “in some cases, a 
young man received a small wage, a few livestock, or the promise of a stake when he was ready 
to strike out on his own” (Gish 1999, 129). The St. Louis Globe-Democrat corroborates Gish‟s 
claim, reporting that in 1880, of a group of boys sent to Kansas: 
some of them had been successfully raising pigs and chickens, and one of them had been 
given a pair mules by his employer. One farmer stated to Mr. Brace that the boy taken by 
him had really filled a man‟s place on the farm, and would soon receive regular wages. 
(“Mr. J.P. Brace” 2) 
This letter from one of the boys who emigrated West supports the more entrepreneurial 
motivations behind many of the youth:  
Dear friend, …William and me is doing very well and all the Boys from out here when I 
tried well i have rented a farm this yere in place of working by the month I think I will 
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doe beter i get erry thing formed me I think by next yere I can have a farme of my own. 
…, J.M. (J. Martin, personal correspondence April 23, 1865) 
In other words, older youths utilized CAS‟s emigration program as a social and economic 
vehicle to transition to independent adulthood and to move up the social hierarchy, gaining 
opportunities previously unavailable to their social class (Gish 1999).  
Some children decided voluntarily to join CAS, providing evidence that for those 
particular youth, the program was not paternalistically imposed on them. In 1859, Brace 
admitted, “we have no power of indenture, and no legal restraint over the children, so that they 
go voluntarily…” (as cited in Askland 1998, para 16).  Children also had to consent to the foster 
family match and were free to leave the foster homes if they desired (Jackson 1986). This 
freedom is supported by CAS annual reports: 
For we have sent from New York several thousand persons, mostly children, to 
new homes in the West. Their reception was entirely voluntary on the part of 
those who took them, while their stay there has been equally voluntary on the part 
of the children. (The Children's Aid Society 1860b, 34) 
Although not forcing youth to do something is not evidence of empowerment, it 
demonstrates that CAS understood that these children had both rights and needs. This 
meets the basic standards of Julian Rappaport‟s definition of empowerment, where 
people are viewed as full human beings with both rights and needs (1981), but falls fall 
short of the criteria required for CAS to be what is contemporarily as a Youth 
Empowerment Program (YEP), that is that the program is designed, implemented, and/or 
evaluated by youth and contains a positive adult or older youth facilitator, a pro-social 
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environment, asset-building activities, and regular involvement of youth in programmatic 
decision-making (Morton & Montgomery, 2011).  
As Askeland asserts, CAS  “abdicated its paternalistic function to a certain 
degree, failing to monitor its charges, trusting communities to do so in its stead and – 
more radically – trusting these children to make their own decisions regarding their care” 
(1998, 152). Brace viewed the children as “independent agents” and wanted them “to be 
free to leave if the situation did not suit them and for the employers/foster parents to be 
free to ask the Society to take a child back who did not work out for them” (Askeland 
1998, para 17). In fact, young people initiated 80% of the placement changes (Gish 1999, 
132). Children decided to change placements mainly to get a higher paying job, but also 
due to disputes with difficult employers, for religious and cultural reasons, or to escape 
abuse.  When one CAS client, eleven-year-old Hazelle Latimer, learned that “the family 
who selected her only wanted her for her ability to work”, she returned to the hotel where 
the CAS agents were staying. When the agents asked her about what happened, she 
replied, “they didn‟t want a child, they wanted a slave” (Askeland 1998, para 30).  This 
unprecedented freedom “radically assailed” (para 20) the dominant-subservient 
relationship between parents and children and “offered the children a sense of agency that 
the traditional middle-class family structure did not authorize” (para  21). It could be 
argued, however, that this freedom was actually benign neglect due to scarce resources 
and lack of administrative capacity instead of some organizational view of children as 
independent citizens with some basic rights. The experience of some of the older youth 
would suggest that they were participating in a program that falls into the autonomous 
category of the Wong and colleagues (2010) TYPE pyramid that was described in 
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Chapter 2. Youth having total control is not necessarily a good thing as it could quickly 
transform into anarchy. And this amount of control was often not experienced by the 
younger children and the females. Unlike the boys, “young women rarely received high 
enough wages to live independently” (Gish, 1999, p. 130), and they typically only had 
one option for employment: domestic servant. This occupation was undesirable for most 
young women at that time (Gish, 1999). There were, however, instances where young 
women changed placements to get away from difficult employers. Young children, 
however, “had few means at their disposal to improve their situations or to control their 
own destinies” (Gish, 1999, p. 134) besides running away. As we examine other CAS 
programming further though, we will find more evidence supporting Julian Rappaport‟s 
philosophy of empowerment:  that CAS employees actually did view children as clients 
and citizens that had both rights and needs. 
Conclusion 
Although not representative of all participants‟ experiences, instances of youth 
involvement in programmatic decision-making did occur in the CAS.  The children‟s court 
anecdote is a clear instance of youth participation, although some might argue that it is unclear as 
to whether these were isolated incidents or reflective of how the program operated day-to-day. It 
should be apparent by now that the boys regularly handled their own disputes. The excerpts of 
the savings accounts, lending library, military clubs, and much of the material found in the 1866 
Volume 39, Short sermons to newsboys with a history of the formation of the Newsboys Lodging 
House indicates that the newsboys were in charge of running many of the programs, keeping 
order among themselves, recruiting their peers, and making decisions democratically in a 
somewhat pro-social environment. They also received asset-building activities in the form of 
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micro-loans, micro-savings, and educational and political activities. The CAS staff members at 
times did not prove to be the most adept adult facilitators, but there were other times when they 
displayed tremendous skill. All four core components of a YEP were present in the New York 
Lodging Houses to various degrees. The orphan train movement seemed to have ranged from the 
vessel category (no youth empowerment) all the way to the autonomous category (too much 
youth empowerment) on Wong and colleagues (2010) TYPE pyramid depending on the situation 
and demographics of the youth involved.  
While the CAS began almost a century before anyone had a formal concept of youth 
empowerment, and Brace‟s rhetoric, rather persuasively locates him in a deficit-based paradigm 
of youth, there were empowering aspects to its programming. The multiple examples of 
empowering opportunities that the CAS provided demonstrate the organization‟s belief in the 
agency of young people and the rights of youth to have a stake in the programs and 
circumstances affecting them. This assertion has certain limitations of course. Certainly not all of 
CAS‟ programming was empowering. The programming that occurred in NYC had more 
empowering aspects than the orphan train movement. Boys in the lodging houses were more 
empowered than girls attending the day programs. Older children had more decision-making 
power generally than younger children. The organization falls short of a YEP in many regards, 
however, CAS planted a seed of youth empowerment that, if nurtured correctly, could grow and 
flourish in the modern foster care system. 
Youth empowerment in the modern day foster care system, while rare, does occur and is 
occasionally documented. Historically, society has never paid much attention to the trajectories 
of young people who exited from foster care (Nelson 2001). Previously, when youth in foster 
care turned 18, they were discharged and left to their own devices. This practice lead to the 
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plethora of negative outcomes for foster care alumni that were mentioned in Chapter 1, including 
homelessness, mental health problems, addiction, crime, unemployment, premature parenting 
and dependence on public assistance (Montgomery, Donkoh and Underhill 2006; Nelson 2001, 
Fall; Stein 2004). Attention began to be focused on these youth after Festinger (1983) published 
the first study revealing negative outcomes of former foster care youth in 1983. In 1985, the 
issue grabbed center stage when frustrated by these outcomes, ten youths between the ages of 17 
and 21 took the City and State of New York to court on charges of failing to prepare them to live 
independently and failure to supervise them after they were discharged from foster care. The 
youth won, and the court ordered the State of New York to “provide post-discharge services” 
(Lynch 2007, 10). This example of youth empowering themselves to claim rights through the 
judicial system spotlighted the predicaments of neglected teens “aging out” of the foster care 
system and eventually contributed toward the creation of transitional living services for youth 
exiting care across the country. Currently, federal law mandates the incorporation of youth 
empowerment strategies into transitional living program designs. The Foster Care Independence 
Act of 1999 requires states to ensure “adolescents participating in the … [independent 
living]…program…participate directly in designing their own program activities that prepare 










Study Design and Research Methods 
Introduction and Chapter Plan 
 This chapter starts by describing the pilot work that occurred in 2012 to help inform the 
empirical part of this dissertation. It also describes the participatory aspects of this empirical part. 
This section also describes one of the main programs the dissertation examines, Florida Youth 
Shine. The chapter then moves on to describe the study design and sampling, including the 
sample size before moving on to describe data collection. This chapter continues by explaining 
how the researcher protected human subjects and confidentiality before explaining the 
operationalization of concepts. The chapter then describes the participants‟ characteristics, how 
she handled missing data, and finally concludes by describing her statistical analysis.  
Study Design, Sampling, and Data Collection 
 Pilot and participatory work. As part of a Survey Research Methods course, the 
researcher created a survey that was informally pilot tested on a group of five foster youth in care 
ages 18-21 in NYC that were participating in two different YEPs (Represent Magazine and 
Youth Power). To help design the survey, two former foster youth (ages 24 & 26) helped tailor 
the questions. Then, the five foster care youth (ages 18-21) answered the questions without 
difficulty and their responses provided adequate variability. They also gave feedback about the 
survey during interviews. The researcher used this information to further refine the survey.  
For the dissertation, the researcher partnered with a YEP called Florida Youth SHINE 
(Striving High for Independence and Empowerment or FYS for short). According to the FYS 
website, "Florida Youth Shine is a youth run, peer driven organization that empowers current 
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and former foster youth to become leaders and advocates within their communities” 
(http://www.floridayouthshine.org/). FYS is a statewide organization across 12 geographic 
locations that they call chapters: Miami, Jacksonville, Palm Beach County, Broward County, 
Hillsborough County, Pinellas/Pasco Counties, Sarasota/Manatee/DeSota Counties, Tallahassee, 
Pensacola, Vero Beach, Orlando, and Southwest Florida (Ft. Myers area). Chapters vary in size 
from 5 youth (Vero) to 45 youth (Broward). The chapters provide adult facilitators called chapter 
mentors that teach advocacy skills for the youth in their local chapters.  The youth participants 
suggest the most problematic issues in the foster care system and vote on which issues they 
would like to address as a chapter. The most popular issues are sent to the statewide advisory 
board that meets quarterly. The statewide advisory board consists of youth leaders that have been 
formally voted into official offices by their local chapters. Youth can hold multiple leadership 
positions. For example, the chair of the Vero Chapter is also the chair of the Statewide Board. 
Those youth then vote on the top 2-3 issues that they want to advocate for during the next year. 
They are then trained in advocacy and leadership by the Chapter Mentors, Florida Children‟s 
First staff members, or other expert speakers. The youth then report back to their local chapters 
about the issues that have been selected. With the help of adult mentors, the youth then write the 
issues into the form of a bill. They then find a Florida legislator either in the House of 
Representatives or the Senate to sponsor the bill. They visit Florida legislatures in their local and 
state offices. Selected youth speak in front of legislatures when the bill is going through 
committee and is being heard on the House and Senate floor. This year, two of the three bills 
FYS proposed were signed into law. Other activities include facilitating workshops at the Florida 
Department of Children and Families Dependency Summit. Although the primary mission of 
FYS is advocacy work, FYS youth also speak on panels, provide interviews to journalists, tell 
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their stories on televised news channels, attend hearings to help explain to other youth newly 
assigned to the foster care system how to navigate the courts, and perform community service. 
FYS is based on experiential learning theory and was modeled after the California Youth 
Connection project  
(see: http://fosteryouthalliance.org/?point_of_contact=california-youth-connections).  
The theory in Chapter 3 defined YEPs as having four core components: 1) youth 
involvement in programmatic decision-making 2) supportive adult facilitator or trained older 
youth facilitator 3) asset-building activities 4) a pro-social environment. FYS meets these criteria 
in the following ways: 
1) Youth involvement in programmatic decision-making  – Youth in FYS run the chapter 
meetings, decide which issues they want to improve in the foster care system, narrow down the 
list of issues by voting, draft legislation, and decide the next advocacy steps they want to take. 
They also decide learning topics and activities and plan community events.  
2) Trained Adult Support – FYS Chapter Mentors are trained by both the FYS youth 
coordinator and the executive director of Florida Children‟s First. Florida Children‟s First, Inc. is 
a non-profit, non-partisan organization founded by child advocate attorneys dedicated to 
achieving full representation of children and youth in children‟s child-serving systems. FYS is a 
program underneath Florida Children‟s First. Florida Children First tries to improve Florida‟s 
child-serving organizations by developing public policy, delivering on-going training and 
technical assistance, and using strategic litigation (Florida Youth Shine, n.d.).  Chapter mentors 
attend every local monthly FYS meeting and most attend all quarterly statewide meetings. Expert 
guest speakers are also brought into the quarterly meetings to train the youths and mentors on 
how advocacy and leadership.  
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3) Asset-building activities – Youths learn how to advocate for themselves and others. 
They learn how to draft legislation, run meetings, influence members of congress, speak in 
public, and leadership practice among other experiences facilitated by FYS.  
4) Pro-social environment – Facilitators help foster a pro-social environment conducive 
to positive youth development. Young people take turns, vote, volunteer for tasks, civilly debate, 
ask questions, and make suggestions in an orderly and systematic environment.  
The extent to which these core components are fully implemented in practice in each 
geographic location is examined in Chapter Five.  
 The FYS youth coordinator put together a youth-adult advisory board to advise the 
research and set up advisory board meetings. The advisory board consisted of five former foster 
care youth, two chapter mentors, and one independent living coordinator. FYS agreed to help the 
researcher reach out to the Independent Living Offices. The advisor board helped the researcher 
tailor instrumentation to the Florida child welfare system, advised her how to do the survey 
administration, and told her what incentives to use.  
On January 20, 2013, the researcher attended a FYS Quarterly meeting in Jacksonville 
and explained the research to the 24 youth and 10 chapter mentors in attendance. Together the 
group came up with the YEPs that would eventually be used for question 8 on the survey. Each 
youth gave came up with as many YEPs that he or she could think of that youth in foster care in 
Florida might have attended. Then the group narrowed down which of these programs were 
actually YEPs. The final list was given to a FYS youth to verify through research. The researcher 
also conducted a mock survey administration with all chapter mentors and a youth advisory 
member who actually took the survey and asked questions about survey items that she found 
confusing. This information was incorporated into the design of the survey administration and 
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after, her survey was later discarded. The mock session was used to trouble-shoot and anticipate 
questions and problems that might be encountered during actual survey administration. 
 Study design and sampling. A retrospective two group cross-sectional survey design 
was used. Although the two groups cannot be referred to as experimental and control, the design 
does provide a contemporaneous comparison group, thus giving the study a counterfactual. The 
sample was a purposive sample since this is only initial exploratory research and a random 
probability sample is difficult to attain for this hard to reach population. FYS had no sampling 
frame. Because a sampling frame was not available, purposive sampling was used. Therefore 
results will not be generalizable and are restricted to this sample only.  
 Sample size. Power and selection of sample size were estimated using the DSS Research 
statistical power calculator (see http://www.dssresearch.com/toolkit/spcalc/power_a2.asp). The 
analysis was conducted for the bi-variate analysis of group membership (YEP vs. Non-YEP) and 
the psychological empowerment outcome of participatory behavior. All analysis used an α=.05 
and β = .20. Means and standard deviations (SDs) were taken from pilot research for this study 
and existing empirical research. In the pilot research, youth aging out of care that participated in 
a YEP showed a means score of X p= 3.16(.9) for participatory behavior. Ozer & Douglas (2012) 
use the same DV and report mean scores for participatory behavior for experimental and control 
groups as [X e =2.6(.53) X c = 2.5(.51)]. Since the pilot research did not survey comparison group 
youth, Ozer and Douglas‟ control group mean and standard deviation was used. Table 2 below 





Table 5.1 Sample Size Calculation 








1 – large effect 3.5(.9) 2.5(.5) 14 .8 
2 – large-medium 
effect 
3.2(.9) 2.5(.5) 26 .8 
3 – medium effect 2.8(.9) 2.5(.5) 146 .8 
4 – small effect 2.6(.5) 2.5(.5) 618 .8 
 
Scenario 3 seemed like the most realistic scenario. It uses a more conservative estimate of 
X =2.8(.9) for the expected YEP participatory behavior than the pilot research [X p= 3.16(.9)], but 
not so small an estimate as Scenario 4 where the youth in the YEP group report that not only do 
they exhibit mediocre participatory behavior [X e = 2.6(.5)], but that there is also not much 
difference between the two groups on this measure [X c = 2.5(.51)].  Ozer and Douglas (in press) 
did not use the above between group differences in means but instead used the change in mean 
score between baseline and follow up assessments for the treatment [  in X =.4] and comparison 
[  in X =.2] to calculate an effect size. They were able to detect a small effect [-.15(-.23,-.06), 
p<.01] with a sample size of 194 (experimental group =88 and control = 106). Ozer and Douglas 
(in press) achieved small effect sizes because they were comparing two intensive interventions. 
On the contrary, this analysis compared a very intensive intervention with services as usual.  
Therefore, this researcher was confident that the 73 per group to form a sample size of at least 
146 would suffice. Just to be sure she had adequate power, this researcher aimed to survey 100 
youth per group.  
 Data collection. Between May 15, 2013 and September 3, 2013, data was collected from 
former wards of the state of Florida (ages 18-24) that were participating in or had participated in 
a YEP called Florida Youth Shine (FYS) (http://www.floridayouthshine.org/) and those that had 
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not participated in a YEP. Although FYS technically serves youth 13 to 24, 90% of the youth in 
their program are 16+ with the vast majority being 18+.  
The researcher administered the survey at 11 of the 12 FYS chapters during chapter 
meetings. One chapter, Orlando, was not operating during the time of survey administration; 
therefore the researcher did not survey anyone from the Orlando area. Youth that could not be 
reached in person, either at the Independent Living Offices or at the FYS Chapter meetings, 
received outreach via, phone, e-mail, and facebook.   
 Human subjects‟ protection and confidentiality. The researcher submitted the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) proposal to the Columbia IRB on March 11, 2013 and it was 
approved on April 16, 2013. IRB approval from DCF is not required since these youth adults are 
18+. They are no longer considered wards of the state, even though many still receive 
government funds and limited services in the form of Independent Living Programs.  
The pencil-paper survey was self-administered. The researcher explained the research to 
the potential survey respondents including the consent form. A survey script is attached in 
Appendix G. Those interested first filled out the consent form and then received a survey. The 
consent form is included in Appendix F. The researcher answered any individual questions that 
arose during survey administration by walking around and assisting those that needed help. After 
a respondent finished the survey the researcher stapled the consent for and completed survey 
together and gave the participant a $10 gift card to either Wal-Mart or Target depending on the 
participant‟s preference. The respondents all filled out receipts for confirming they received their 
gift cards.  
113 
 
The completed surveys were stored in a traveling locked file cabinet while the researcher 
was traveling and then in a locked filing cabinet at the researchers home office. The researcher 
also did not type any identifying or contact information into SPSS. All participants were 
assigned an ID number. This ID number was typed into SPSS instead of participant names.  
Operationalization of Concepts/Measures Used 
 This section describes how the various variables used in the analysis were 
operationalized. The researcher used four dependent variables which represented the four 
dimensions of psychological empowerment:  perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-
political skills, and participatory behavior. The control variables are: age entered program, 
gender, race, time in care, number of placements and whether the program was located in 
Pinellas County. The operationalization of these variables will be described in turn below. 
Operationalization of proximal DVs – psychological empowerment.  There are four 
dependent variables because psychological empowerment  is a 4 dimensional 27 item measure 
that was adapted from Ozer and Schotland‟s (2011) psychological empowerment  instrument 
which was validated on a large population of ethnically diverse urban high school students 
(n=439). The authors confirmatory factor analysis showed adequate fit X
2
 (342) = 926.71, 
p<.001; NNFI =.84, CFI = .86, and RMSEA =.06.  The four scales: sociopolitical skills (8 items, 
α =.81), motivation to influence (4 items α=.8), participatory behavior (8 items, α= .83), and 
perceived control (6 items, α=.80) were also found to be reliable. The measure has been revised 
by the study researchers in collaboration with an advisory board to be appropriate for older youth 
in foster care. The response categories are measured on a 4 point scale ranging from disagree 
strongly (1) to agree strongly (4). The researcher performed an exploratory factor analysis on the 
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items of this revised scale using her data. The details of this analysis are described in Appendix 
L: Exploratory Factor Analysis of psychological empowerment Instrument Subscales. Results of 
the principal components analysis run by this researcher clearly support Ozer and Schotland‟s 
four factor structure with all of the exact same items loading strongly on only one factor for each 
item. The instrument is attached in Appendix I. The reliability of the four subscales can be found 
in Appendix L.  
As evidenced by the model in Chapter 2, this study seeks to assess the relationship 
between Psychological Empowerment and involvement in Youth Empowerment Programs.  
Therefore, psychological empowerment, as measured by questions 28-55, will serve as the 
dependent variable.  Youth involvement in YEPs will be measured by the type of survey the 
youth filled out (FYS surveys will automatically constitute YEP involvement, NFYS surveys 
will be placed in a group based on their answer to question 8 or the total score of questions 17-
24).  In addition, the analysis will include several control variables, specifically age entered 
program, whether the program was located in Pinellas County, participants gender, participants 
race, amount of time in care, and number of placements. Each of these variables and the 
measures chosen to represent them are described below.  In the model presented in Chapter 3, 
youth involvement in YEPs is the independent variable (IV), psychological empowerment is the 
dependent variable (DV) of interest, and age and risk profile are the moderators, but will be 
examined as subgroup variables due to sample size constraints. The youth survey is in Appendix 
J.   
Operationalization of YEPs: This is the dichotomous independent variable for the 
analysis. The researcher decided to use categorize programs that self-identified as YEPs in the 
YEP group and those that didn‟t as Non-YEPs. The researcher decided to operationalize YEP 
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participation this way because it would produce a more conservative difference between groups 
and address the issue of whether programs that call themselves empowering actually produce 
empowerment. Question 8 on both versions of the survey asked respondents to check the boxes 
next to the programs that they have attended. This list was compiled from the recommendations 
of a youth-adult advisory board, internet research, and community conversations with 
practitioners. If youth indicated that they participated in any of the programs in Question 8 on the 
youth survey (a score of 1 or more for Total Number of YEPs), or if they filled out a FYS survey 
they were categorized as a YEP.  
Operationalization of youth involvement in programmatic decision-making.  This 
variable describes the nature of the types of programs that were categorized as either a YEP or 
Non-YEP. It is simply a variable that describes how much participatory behavior was occurring 
in the programs that were evaluated in this survey. Theoretically, the programs categorized as 
YEPs should score higher on this variable than Non-YEPs. This variable consists of 8 items rated 
on a 4 pt. likert frequency-like scale of no, mostly no, mostly yes, yes:  17) Did you help plan 
activities for the program? 18) Did you get the chance to lead an activity? 19) Were you in 
charge of doing something to help the program? 20) Did you help make decisions or rules for the 
program? 21) Did you choose which activities you do? 22) Could you suggest your own ideas for 
new activities? 23) Did any of your ideas get used in the program? 24) Did you evaluate the 
program? Chronbach‟s alpha for these eight items is .891. These 8 items were subjected to 
principal components analysis which revealed the presence of one component that explained 
57% of the variance. The description and output from the exploratory factor analysis is in 




Operationalization of risk profile. Since an adolescent‟s foster care experience may 
affect both whether or not she enters into a YEP and her psychological empowerment, risk 
profile is composed of two foster care background variables These characteristics can reasonably 
be assumed to cause youth to have lower levels of pre-intervention psychological empowerment. 
A high risk profile also might directly affect the distal outcome of psychological empowerment. 
For the purpose of this study, risk profile is defined by number of placements in foster care and 
time in care. It is expected that the higher the number of risk factors, the lower the level of 
psychological empowerment.  
Operationalization of control variables: Other control variables include demographic 
variables such as age at YEP entry program entry, gender, race/ethnicity, and whether the 
program occurred in Pinellas County. Presumably, non-white, younger females are going to feel 
less empowered before they enter the YEP or NYEP. These demographic variables might also 
negatively affect how psychologically empowered they feel once in a program and at the time of 
the survey. The researcher decided to control for a Pinellas County effect because the county is 
well known for being an incubator of YEPs. Ready for Life, the independent living program in 
that county is run with a lot of youth participation. Therefore the researcher thought that just by 
nature of  living in the county, youth will inevitable end up in a YEP. These variables are 
included in Youth Survey in the Appendix J.  
Participants 
 The final study sample consisted of the 193 young adults who aged out of foster care in 
11 geographic locations in Florida and consented to participate in the study. Across the 11 
locations, 67 youth refused consent. A further seven youth consented but refused to answer a 
majority of the questions on the survey. These seven youth were removed from the sample. The 
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mean age at the time of the survey was 20.14; 59.6% were female, 34.2% identified as white, 
57.5% identified as black, 1% identified as Native American, and 6.7% identified as “Other”; 
and 2.6% reported currently experiencing unstable or insecure housing (couch surfing, homeless, 
or hospital or treatment for mental health or substance abuse problems).  Most respondents came 
from Tallahassee (17.1%), West Palm Beach (15%), Ft. Lauderdale (13%) and Ft. Myers 
(12.4%).  The average age these youth entered foster care was 10.54 years old, and they had 



















** Statistically significant difference between the two groups at the p<.01 level 
 
 
Table 5.2: Participant Characteristics 
 
 















Mean Age when 
entered program 
18.72 
(SD = 2.28) 
17.21  
(SD = 2.79) 
18.0 
(SD = 2.64) 
 









27.7%   (26) 
9.6%     (9) 
10.6%   (10) 
40.4%   (38) 
2.1%     (2) 
9.6%     (9) 
 
26.3%   (26) 
5.1%     (5) 
19.2%   (19) 
44.4%   (44) 
0%        (0) 
4%        (4) 
 
26.9%   (52) 
7.3%   (14) 
15%   (29) 
42.5%   (82) 
1%   (2) 
6.7%   (13) 
 
 
Unstable Housing 2%        (2) 3.2%     (3) 2.6%   (5) 2.1%   (39) 
Location** 
   
Sarasota/Bradenton 
   Ft. Myers 
   Pensacola 
   Tallahassee 
   Miami 
   Ft. Lauderdale/ 
   West Palm Beach 
   Vero 
   Jacksonville 
   Hillsborough 




2%        (2) 
8.1%     (8) 
7.1%     (7) 
18.2%   (18) 
6.1%     (6) 
8.1%     (8) 
14.1%   (14) 
4            (4) 
8.1%     (8) 
9.1%     (9) 




10.6%   (10) 
17%      (16) 
1.1%      (1) 
16%       (15) 
3.2%      (3) 
18.1%    (17) 
16%       (15) 
1.1%      (1) 
9.6%       (9) 
6.4%       (6) 





6.2%   (12) 
12.4% (24) 
4.1%   (8) 
17.1%   (33) 
4.7%   (9) 
13%   (25) 
15%   (29) 
2.6%   (5) 
8.8%   (17) 
7.8%   (15) 
8.3%   (16) 
 
 
2.7%   (50) 
1%   (14) 
6%   (110) 
2.3%   (41) 
15.8%   (288) 
12.5% (228)  
(Ft. Lauderdale + 
WPB) 
1.5%   (27) 
12.6%   (230) 
9.2%   (168) 
9.2%   (167) 
Foster Care Background Characteristics  






























The occurrence of missing data was minimized by checking surveys for completion at 
survey sites and aggressively pursuing non-response by contacting respondents who skipped 
survey questions. The respondents in question were contacted via telephone, e-mail, text 
message, and facebook. If the respondent could not be contacted directly, the researcher 
contacted the respondent‟s independent living supervisor/coordinator and/or chapter mentor to 
track down answers to missing survey questions. These social service agency staff members 
either provided the answers themselves, or contacted caseworkers that referenced participant 
records (case files).  Youth also played an instrumental role in locating and contacting 
respondents that skipped survey questions.  Some missing values (such as age, ethnicity, age 
entered foster care, number of placements, and leadership positions) were found by reading the 
participants social media sites, biographies on websites, and newspaper articles featuring the 
respondents.  
Fewer than 15% of cases were missing for most of the 16 variables selected for analyses 
(Table 4.3).  Only „Age at Program Entry‟ (5.7%) was missing more than 5% of cases.  There is 










Even seemingly low proportions of missing values can substantially distort inferences 
(Longford, 2005). In this dissertation, only 1.65% of all values (51 values) were missing, but 
75% of variables had at least one missing case, and 13.47% of cases were missing at least one 
value on a variable (see Figure 5.1).  Little‟s MCAR tests of expectation-maximization for 
means, covariances, and correlations all were significant (X
2
 = 198.50 DF = 198, p =.000) 
meaning that values appeared to Not be Missing Completely at Random (NMCAR).  
Although it is less biased, listwise deletion would substatially reduce the sample size and 
statistical power. Pairwise deletion is known to yeild substantially biased estimates under 
Missing at Random (MAR) and Not Missing at Random (NMAR) conditions (Allison, 2002). 
Multiple imputation was therefore used.. The purpose of multiple imputation is to generate 
possible values for missing values. The method involves repeatedly selecting random values 
from the error distribution of each imputed value and adding these to the predicted value. 
Figure 5.1 Missing Values Summary: The pie chart to the left shows that only 25% of variables had no missing 
cases. The middle chart shows that 86.53% of cases were complete and the chart on the right shows that 
completeness was high in the dataset as a whole (98.35% of values were complete). 
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Procedurally, SPSS creates several so-called complete data sets with these generated possible 
values standing in for missing values. Analyses such as regression, work with the multiple 
imputation datasets producing output for each „complete‟ dataset, plus pooled output that 
estimates what the results would have been if the original dataset had no missing values. These 
pooled results are generally more accurate than those provided by single imputation methods. 
Single imputation involves the substitution of an estimated value for each missing one, yeilding 
one „complete‟ dataset. Such estimates are uncertain, resulting in underestimated standard errors 
and overestimated test statistics. Multiple imputation on the other hand introduces variability, 
and it‟s interative process incorporates the uncertainty of estimating data values and adjust 
standard errors upwards (IBM, 2012, SPSS Version 21.0 help menu). 
Markov chain Monte Carlo Data Augmentation (DA) was used to produce five 
imputations. Sex and YEP membership were included as predictors because they had no missing 
data. There were no apparent patterns in the missing data or hypothesized mechanisms so all 
other variables were included as both dependent and predictor values. After an initial automatic 
run of multiple imputation, this researcher found that constraints were needed to keep imputed 
values within reasonable bounds. The run with constraints produced sensible values, and there 
was no immediate evidence that the FCS did not converge. With multiply imputed values, this 
researcher fit a Multinominal Logistic Regression to the data and obtained pooled regression 
estimates and also discovered that the final model fit would, in fact, not have been possible using 
list wise deletion on the orginial data.  Convergence was confirmed through examination plots of 









Univariate descriptive statistics were used to describe the demographics, foster care 
background of the sample as well as program characteristics. Mean scores and standard 
deviations were reported for continuous variables (age, age at program entry, number of years in 
care, length of time in program, number of placements, number of YEPs, number of leadership 
positions, and all total scores), percentages were reported for categorical variables 
(race/ethnicity, placement type, gender, program type, asset-building, and location), and median, 
Table 5.3: Missing Values Summary 
 






Demographics    
Male 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 
White 1%(1) 0%(0) .5% (1) 
Pinellas County 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 
    
Foster Care Background    
Number of placements 3%(3) 4.3% (4) 3.6% (7) 
Length of time in care 0%(0) 1.1% (1) .5%(1) 
    
Program Measures    
Number of YEPs 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 
Age at program entry 4%(4) 7.4%(7) 5.7% (11) 
Programmatic decision-
making 
1%(1) 1.1% (1) 1%(2) 
Trained Adult Support   4(2.1%) 
Pro-Social Environment   .5%(1) 
Asset-Building   1.6% (3) 
YEP Membership 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 
    
Psychological 
Empowerment  
   
Perceived Control 2%(2) 3.2% (3) 2.6% (5) 
Socio-Political Skills 3%(3) 2.1%(2) 2.6% (5) 
Motivation to Influence 1%(1) 5.3%(5) 3.1% (6) 
Participatory Behavior   2.6%(5) 
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mode, range, and interquartile range will be used for the ordinal variables asset-building 
activities and relevance. Total scores were taken for the empowerment process variables of adult 
support, youth involvement in organizational decision-making, pro-social environment and the 
empowerment outcome variables of perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-political 
skills and participatory behavior thus making them continuous variables.  
Diagnostics were run to determine if the assumptions necessary for regression and 
analysis of parametric data were met.  The normality of the data was assessed using histograms, 
descriptive statistics for skewness and kurtosis, boxplots, Q-Q plots, and the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test so that appropriate parametric tests could be used for normally distributed data and 
non-parametric tests could be used for non-normally distributed data. Homogeneity of variance 
was determined using Levine‟s test. Standard deviations were examined to make sure predictors 
had at least some variability (SD≠ 0). The Durbin-Watson test was used to establish the 
independence of errors. Multicollinearity was assessed using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) 
and tolerance to make sure that no predictor variables are perfectly correlated with each other.  
These graphs and tests are included in Appendix M: Exploring the Data.  
This researcher conducted multiple bi-variate analysis to determine if the outcomes of 
interest differed between groups. She used t-tests for normally distributed data where the 
independent variable was dichotomous and the dependent variable was measured at the interval 
level, Mann Whitley U tests when the data was not normally distributed and the independent 
variable was dichotomous and the dependent variable was interval, and chi-square tests when 
both the independent and dependent variables were categorical. Bonferroni and Benjamini-
Hochberg correction strategies were going applied because of the multiple comparisons. Even if 
some results were still statistically significant after using a correction strategy, this would not 
124 
 
mean that the results wouldn‟t disappear when other factors were introduced. Since the 
independent variable (YEP membership) cannot be isolated through design, other theoretically 
important observable variables must be controlled for by simultaneously including them in the 
model through the use of multiple regression.  
The main multivariate analysis consisted of fitting an ordinary least squares (OLS) 
regression model to each psychological empowerment outcome of interest (participatory 
behavior, motivation to influence, socio-political skills, and perceived control) using the forced 
entry method. Regression allowed the effects of each predictor on the outcome to be tested while 
controlling for the effects of all other variables. Predictors include YEP membership, number of 
placements, time in care, age at program entry, ethnicity, and total number of YEPs, Pinellas 
County Effect, and gender.  Standardized betas will be interpreted as the effect size and p-values 
will be reported along with confidence intervals.  
The data were clustered by geographical location of the FYS programs, but there were 
too few programs (n=11) to use multi-level modeling methods. Maas and Hox (2005) conducted 
simulations and found that “a small sample size at level two leads to biased estimates of the 
second-level standard errors” (p. 86).  Geographic location was therefore included in the 
regression as a dummy variable. The only location that was theoretically important was Pinellas 
County due to its unique environment as a YEP incubator. 
According to Field (2005), the following equation can help researchers determine the 
maximum amount of predictor variables that can be included in the model given the sample size: 
sample size = 50 + 8m (m= number of predictors). The sample size of 193 allows for 17-18 




                  
                                                 
                                                            
                        
                                                 
                                                             
                      
                                                 
                                                            
                       
                                                 
                                                            
 
When there were multiple measures of the same underlying factor, the one with the 
greatest theoretical relevance or, failing that, the one with the strongest relationship with the 
outcome was retained and the others were excluded to avoid collinearity. Subscales from 
psychometric instruments that had poor psychometric properties were also excluded. Details of 







Table 5.4: Variables Excluded from Regression Models 
Excluded Variable  Reason for Exclusion 
Age Temporality.  This measures current age at the time of the survey.  In 
order for a control variable to be included in the theoretical model, it 
needed to determine YEP membership and the outcome variable of 
Psychological Empowerment. Age at time of the survey could not, by 
definition, affect YEP entry. Age was replaced with age at program 
entry because this variable could theoretically affect YEP entry, youth 
involvement in programmatic decision-making, and level of 
psychological empowerment at the time of the survey. Since 
everyone‟s age increases at the same rate, it is safe to assume that 
those that entered the YEP at a younger age will also be younger at the 
time of the survey. Since age at program entry was calculated by 
subtracting length of time in program from age at time of survey, this 
assumption seems safe.  
Age entered care Length of time in care was a better measure of the level of 
psychological disempowerment before YEP entry than age entered 
care. Youth might have entered care at a very young age, but only 
stayed in foster care for a short amount of time. Additionally, youths 
could have re-entered foster care several times.  Length of time in care 
captures the total amount of time spent in foster care.  
Length of time in program This variable was replaced with age entered program.  Theoretically, 
youth that are younger might feel more disempowered than older 
youth therefore might be less likely to enter any program, let alone a 
program that requires so much engagement from them.  In order for a 
control variable to be included in the theoretical model, it needed to 
determine YEP membership and the outcome variable of 
Psychological Empowerment. By definition, length of time in program 
cannot determine program entry.  
Housing Status 
(unstable housing) 
Temporality. The researcher realized that the question asks for current 
housing status and that there is no measure of housing status prior to 
YEP entry. Therefore, housing status cannot possibly affect YEP 
entry. In order for a control variable to be included in the theoretical 
model, it needed to determine YEP membership and the outcome 
variable of Psychological Empowerment. 
Number of YEPs This variable was used to create YEP membership. YEP membership 
= 1 if Total number of YEPs  1. This is duplication. There is no 







Chapter 6: Results 
 
Introduction and Chapter Plan 
 
This chapter presents the results from the bi-variate and multi-variate comparisons. The 
first five tables (Tables 5.1-5.5) present the bi-variate results.  The last four tables (tables 5.6-5.9) 
present the results of the multi-variate comparisons. That is, the last four tables present the 
relationship between the independent variable (YEP membership) and the dependent variable 
(psychological empowerment) while controlling for other theoretically relevant variables. There 
are four multiple regressions to measure the relationship between YEP membership and the four 
dimensions of psychological empowerment: perceived control, motivation to influence, socio-
political skills, and participatory behavior.  
Overall, youth aging out of foster care that were participating in a YEP, were older when 
they entered their respective programs compared to NYEP youth. They also spent less time in 
their programs and attended their programs less frequently. Overall, the environments in the 
YEPs were more pro-social than in the NYEPs. Youth in the YEPs experienced more leadership 
positions, felt more challenged, and felt that their program was more relevant to their lives that 
youth in the NYEPs. Youth in the YEPs also rated the trained adult support higher than youth in 
the Non-YEPs. In other words, youth scored YEPs higher on all four process components of 
empowerment. These are measures of program quality. Additionally, being in a YEP was 
positively and significantly associated with higher perceived control, motivation to influence, 
socio-political skills, and participatory behavior although the model for participatory behavior 
was the only significant model overall. In summary, youth in the YEP group were older, received 
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less program duration and intensity, higher program quality, and were more psychologically 
empowered than youth in the NYEP group. These results are explained in more detail below. 











Group Composition * 
   % Florida Youth Shine 
   % Non-Florida Youth  















Meeting Frequency *  
   % Several Times a  
       Month or More 
   % Monthly or less 




















Mean Years in Program 
 
 
Median Years in   















YEP = 96 
NYEP = 87 
Mean Age when Entered 
   Program  
Median Years in  










U = 2,996 
 
.001 
YEP = 95 
NYEP = 87 
* Note: A Bonferroni correction was applied: p < .003 
 
  As illustrated in the table above, those in the Non-YEP group experienced a 
higher dosage of their respective programs than those in the YEP group. The non-YEP group met 
more frequently than those in the YEP group. Although not illustrated in the table, the most 
popular response categories for both the non-YEP and YEP groups were that they met monthly 
(63.6% and 31.9% respectively). Although this may be the most popular meeting frequency for 
both groups, twice as many YEP respondents met monthly as compared to Non-YEP 
respondents. The next most popular answers for non-YEP respondents were: daily (29.8%) and 
weekly (22.3%). Almost the same proportion of Non-YEP respondents met daily in their 
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programs as those that met monthly. A test for significance could not be performed because the 
minimum cell count requirement was not met, however, when the variable was collapsed into the 
dichotomous categories of met more frequently (several times a month or more) vs. less 
frequently (met monthly or less), then the results between the two groups were statistically 
significant. That is, those in the Non-YEP group met significantly more often than those in the 
YEP Non-YEP group. Non-YEP respondents also spent longer in the program (2.84 years) vs. 
YEP participants that spent only 1.8 years on average in their programs, although this difference 
was not statistically significant. YEP participants were slightly older (18.72 years) than Non-
YEP participants (17.21 years). This seemingly small difference in age at program entry was 
actually significant for YEP members compared to NYEP members. This age discrepancy could 
have consequences for the psychological empowerment core components. For example, it could 
be argued that younger participants might feel less perceived control than older participants.  
Table 6.2 Program Quality: Pro-Social Environment 
Variable YEP Group NYEP Group Test Statistic p N 
Mean Score for  
  Total Pro-Social  
  Environment * 
 
Median Score for 
  Total Pro-Social  
  Environment 
3.47 















YEP = 99 
NYEP = 93 
Peers Helpful 
   % No 
   % Mostly No 
  % Mostly Yes 





















   % No  
  %  Mostly No 
   % Mostly Yes 




















* Note: A Bonferroni correction was applied: p < .003 
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 Table 5.2 displays results for one of the four core process components of YEPs, namely a 
pro-social environment. This is a measure of program quality and implementation fidelity.  As 
discussed previously in the theory section, YEPs are supposed to provide a pro-social 
environment. Two questions on the survey measured the extent to which participants 
experienced a pro-social program environment: 1) Did the other youth help you? 2) Did the other 
youth listen to your opinion? Again, the YEP group outperforms the NYEP group on these 
measures. Respondents in the YEP group on averaged scored a 3.47 (SD =.78) on a scale of 1 to 
4 for the total pro-social environment as compared to a score of 3.02 (SD=.95) for the NYEP 
group, reflecting the higher percentages of people in the YEP group who answered Yes to the 
question about their peers being helpful (61.6% in the YEP group compared to 38.3% in the 
NYEP group) and Yes to the question about their peers listening (YEP 62.6% vs. NYEP 42.6%). 
 This total score was created by adding the scores for the two questions and taking the mean. An 
average score of a 1 would mean that participants answered “no” to the questions: 1) Did the 
other youth help you? and 2) Did the other youth listen to your opinion? An average score of 4 
indicates that the youth participated in a very pro-social environment and answered “yes” to both 
questions. A Mann-Whitney U Test revealed a significant difference in the mean pro-social 
environment total score for YEP and NYEP members. The two questions comprising the total 
pro-social score individually met the standard statistical significance cutoff of p<.05, but just 








 Table 5.3 displays results for three other measures of program quality: leadership, asset-
building, and relevance. Asset-building is the only core YEP process component displayed on 
this table. The other two program characteristics, leadership and relevance, are not necessary 
YEP components, but are usually present in YEPs. Theoretically if a YEP truly provides 
opportunities for programmatic decision-making, then the resulting programming should be 
Table 6.3 Program Quality: Leadership, Asset-Building, and Relevance 
Variable  YEP Group NYEP Group Test Statistic p N 
Mean Number of  
Leadership Positions * 
 




















% Served on a  
    board or     
    committee * 
37.4 6.4 X2 = 23.93 
 
.000 43 
% Facilitated a   
      workshop 
29.29 19.78 X2 = 01.82 
 
.177 47 
  % Spoke in front  
   of a group 
70.71 48.35 X2 = 08.96 
 
.003 114 
  % Recruited peers * 49.49 17.58 X2 = 20.06 .000 65 
 % Elected to a  
  formal  office  * 
30.30 04.40 X2 = 19.33 
 
.000 34 
Challenged to learn  
  new things 
[Asset Building] 
   No 
   Mostly No 
   Mostly Yes 
























Program Relevance * 
 
   Not at all 
   A little  
   Somewhat 





















*  A Bonferroni correction was applied: p < .003 
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relevant to the participants lives or interests. Similarly, although leadership is not the same as 
democratic decision-making, those youth in leadership positions will surely be making decisions. 
Leadership serves as a proxy measure for youth participation in organizational or at least 
programmatic decision-making. Logically, the more leadership opportunities available and 
uptaken, the more likely it is that these youth in leadership positions made important and 
meaningful programmatic decisions. Again, the YEP group outperforms the NYEP group on all 
three measures: leadership, asset building, and program relevance.  
On average, YEP respondents held 2.17 leadership positions compared to less than 1 
leadership position held by NYEP respondents. A Mann-Whitney U Test revealed a significant 
difference in the median number of leadership positions held for YEP (Md = 2, n = 99) and 
NYEP members (Md = 1, n = 89), z = -5.583, p = .000.  More YEP respondents claimed that 
they held leadership positions across all five categories than NYEP respondents. Almost 6 times 
as many YEP participants (37.4%) served on a board or committee compared to NYEP 
participants (6.4%). More YEP participants facilitated a workshop (29.3%) than NYEP 
participants (19.1%). More than 1.5 times as many YEP participants spoke in front of a group 
(70.7%) than NYEP participants (46.8%). Almost one half of all YEP participants recruited other 
youth to join their group (49.5%) compared to about one sixth of all NYEP participants (17%). 
Put differently, almost 3 times as many YEP participants recruited their friends as NYEP 
participants. Almost one-third of YEP respondents were elected to a formal office of president, 
vice president, secretary, or treasurer of the program compared to only 4.3% of the NYEP group. 
Although there appear to be large differences between YEP and NYEP members on all five 
leadership positions held, only three of the five types of leadership positions met the strict 
Bonferroni cutoff for statistical significance. Specifically, chi-square tests for independence 
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indicated significant associations between YEP membership and whether youth served on a 
board or committee, whether youth recruited their peers, and whether youth were elected to a 
formal office. The number of youth who spoke in front of a group met the standard cutoff for 
statistical significance of p<.05, but was right on the border of meeting the more conservative 
Bonferroni cutoff of p <.003, indicating that a larger sample size would probably detect a 
significant effect for the relationship between YEP membership and speaking in front of a group. 
These results were in the expected direction and are directly in line with youth empowerment 
theory. It could be that the types of leadership positions listed on the survey were very limited 
and did not capture the types of leadership positions available in the NYEP group and that is why 
the NYEP group scored so much lower. It is impossible to know if this was the case without 
doing qualitative interviews or re-designing the question and re-administering the survey. The 
types of leadership positions listed on the survey, however, were standard leadership positions 
that are commonly available in most positive youth development programs. According to the 
data available from the survey, youth in the YEP group experienced a higher total number of 
leadership positions and more of every type of leadership position than youth in the NYEP 
group.  
 The asset-building variable listed on Table 5.3 is problematic in several ways. First, the 
question that the researcher designed to measure asset-building was accidently worded in two 
different ways on the two different versions of the survey. The YEP group received the wording: 
12) When you were in Florida Youth Shine, did you feel challenged to learn new things? The 
NYEP group received the wording: 13) When you were in the program, did you feel challenged? 
The phrase “to learn new things” was accidently cut off from the second half of the sentence. 
This changes the meaning of the item slightly, but enough to matter. Respondents in the NYEP 
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group commented that they felt challenged, but “not in a good way” and not in a “relevant way” 
(personal communication, May 15, 2013 & June 3, 2013). They often felt challenged because 
they did not like the program they were in but felt they had to stay in to check a box in their 
independent living plan or to receive some sort of incentive. Therefore, the results for this item 
are not comparable and should be interpreted with caution. From the comments that the youth in 
the NYEP group made though, it can be inferred that they would have scored lower than the YEP 
youth anyways on this item even if it were written in exactly the same way. When the researcher 
had the opportunity to interview administer the survey either over the phone, or to youth that had 
questions, or to youth that had trouble reading, she said: “sorry, the question was supposed to 
read: „challenged to learn new things.‟” Many times the NYEP youth replied, “no, I didn‟t learn 
anything” or just laughed and shook their heads no.  
Another problem with the asset-building measure is the content validity. Ideally, the 
researcher wanted to use a battery of questions from the Survey of Afterschool Outcomes Youth 
Survey to measure asset-building, but she was denied permission by the survey designers. So she 
created her own question, which does not capture asset building as comprehensively as other 
measures. She needed to keep the survey short, so she only included one item that captured asset-
building. This item really is a proxy measure for asset-building since the researcher was not able 
to ask specific questions about specific types of learning activities that occurred in the various 
programs. She needed to keep the survey questions general so that they could be applicable to all 
types of programs (NYEP and YEPs) that used different curriculums with different focuses.  
 Keeping all of these limitations in mind, more youth in the YEP group felt challenged 
(68.7% vs. 46.4% answered “Yes” or “Mostly Yes”) than NYEP youth (although they might 
have felt challenged about different things).  More youth in the YEP group answered “Yes” to 
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this question (45.5%) than youth in the NYEP group (20.2%). Only about one fifth of the YEP 
group members responded “No” to this item compared to more than one third of NYEP 
members. Although the discrepancies between the groups appear large, they did not reach 
statistical significance using the strict Bonferroni cutoff of p < .003. 
Youth in the YEP group found the programming to be more relevant to their lives than 
youth in the NYEP group. Only 2 % of youth in the YEP group found their program to be 
completely irrelevant compared to almost 14% of the NYEP group. Likewise, there were big 
differences between the percentage of youth in each group who found the program to be very 
relevant, with almost 56% of the YEP group responding that the program was “a lot” relevant 
compared to only 33% of NYEP respondents. Interestingly, about the same proportion of 
respondents in each group that their respective programs were “somewhat” relevant (30.3% of 
YEP members vs. 31.9% of NYEP members). A chi-square test for independence indicated a 
significant association between YEP membership and perceived program relevance x2 = (3, 
n=191) = 16.778, p = .001,  = .336. 
In summary, the YEP group scored higher than the NYEP group on all of the program 
quality outcomes on Table 5.3, even though some outcomes did not meet the more stringent  
Bonferroni statistical significance cutoff of p<.003 for multiple comparisons. All of the variables 
except “Facilitated a Workshop” in Table 5.3, however, met the standard level of statistical 







Table 6.4 Program Quality: Trained Adult Support 
Variable YEP Group NYEP Group Test Statistic p N 
Mean Score for 
Total Adult  
  Support 
 
Median Score for  
  Total Adult 











U = 4,309.5 .462 YEP=99 
NYEP = 92 
Adult Feedback 
   % Rated Low 











   % Rated Low 












   % Rated Low  













* Note: A Bonferroni correction was applied: p < .003 
 
  Table 5.4 displays the results for another one of the core YEP process 
components: trained adult support.  Both groups indicated that, in general, their respective 
programs contained supportive adults that provided feedback, encouragement, and listened to 
youth. Although the YEP group slightly out-performed the NYEP group on this adult support 
measure, there were no drastic differences between responses of the two groups. Overall, the 
mean score for Total Adult Support was slightly higher for the YEP Group (x  = 3.65, SD = .65) 
than the NYEP group (x  = 3.59, SD = .62), however the median of 4 was exactly the same for 
both groups. As depicted in the table, more YEP members answered “Yes” to questions about 
adults listening and giving encouragement. More youth in the NYEP group indicated that they 
received adult feedback.  This could be because the role of adults in NYEPs is often greater. 
None of these results for this variable reached statistical significance at even the standard cutoff 
level of p <.05, let alone the stricter Bonferroni cutoff of p <.003.  
137 
 
Table 6.5 YEP Core Components and Psychological Empowerment 




Test Statistic  p N 
Mode Asset Building 
 
Median Asset    







X2 = 14.26 
 
.003 190 
Mean Trained Adult  
  Support Score  
 
Median Trained Adult 









U = 4,309.5 .462 192 
Mean Pro-Social  
  Environment Score * 
 
Median Pro-Social  
  Environment Score 









U = 3,230 .000 192 
Mean Youth  
  Involvement in  
  Organizational  
  Decision-Making  
  Score* 







Mean Participatory  
  Behavior Score * 
 
Median Participatory  
  Behavior Score * 








U = 2,938.5 .000 188 
Mean Motivation to  
  Influence Score * 
3.40 (SD = .54) 3.15 (SD = .54) t = 3.19 .002 187 
Mean Socio-Political  
  Skills Score  
 
Median Socio- * 
  Political Skills Score  
 












Median Perceived  
  Control Score  








U= 3,724.5 .028 188 




As expected, YEP participants score higher than NYEP participants on all four process 
components, and on all of the four of the psychological empowerment sub-scales. Seven of the 
eight variables above differed significantly between the two groups if one uses the standard 
cutoff for statistical significance of p<.05. If one sets the cutoff at the more conservative 
Bonferroni level of p<.003, then only five of the eight variables above differed significantly 
between the two groups: pro-social environment, youth involvement in programmatic decision-
making, participatory behavior, motivation to influence, and socio-political skills. A Mann-
Whitney U Test revealed a non-significant difference in the Total Adult Support score of YEP 
members (Md = 4, n = 99) and NYEP members (Md = 4, n= 92), z = -7.36, p =.462. An 
independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the mean score of youth involvement in 
programmatic decision-making for YEP and NYEP members. There was a significant difference 
in scores for YEP members (x  = 3.03, SD = .84) and NYEP members (x  = 2.37, SD = .92; t (191) 
= 5.19, p = .000, two tailed). A Mann-Whitney U Test revealed a significant difference in the 
mean score for participatory behavior of YEP members (Md = 2.75, n = 98) and NYEP members 
(Md = 2, n= 90), z = 3.96, p =.000. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 
mean score of motivation to influence one‟s environment for YEP and NYEP members. There 
was a significant difference in scores for YEP members (x  = 3.40, SD = .54) and NYEP 
members (x  = 3.15, SD = .54; t (187) = -3.19, p = .002, two tailed). A Mann-Whitney U Test 
revealed a significant difference in the mean score for socio-political skills of YEP members (Md 






Results from the OLS Multiple Regressions 
 
Table 6.6 Multiple Regression of YEP Membership on Perceived Control 
    95% Confidence 
Intervals for B 
 B SE B Sig. Lower Upper 
Constant 2.34 .28 .000 1.80 3.08 
YEP 
Membership 
.25  .09 .007 
 
.06 .41 
Log of Reverse 
of Age entered 
program 
.47 .27 .311 -.31 .97 
Male -.05 .09 .578 -.22 .12 
White Only -.13 .10 .261 -.31 .08 
Log of Time in 
Care 
.15 .17 .916 -.35 .31 
Log of Number 
of Placements 




-0.00 .17 .966 -.23 .24 
 
Forced entry multiple regression was used to assess the ability of YEP membership 
(respondent participated in a YEP) to predict the level of perceived control (one of the four 
dimensions of psychological empowerment) after controlling for the influence of: age at program 
entry, gender, ethnicity, time in foster care, number of placements, and whether the program was 
located in Pinellas County. Preliminary analyses were conducted to detect whether violations of 
the assumptions of normality, linearity, multi-collinearity, and homoscedasticity. There did not 
appear to be major problems with multi-collinearity, normality, homoscedasticity, or linearity. 
See Appendix O for diagnostic output and details on violations of assumptions.  
In the model, YEP membership (B = .24, p <.01) makes the strongest unique contribution 
to explaining the dependent variable, when the variance explained by all other variables in the 
model are controlled for. This variable is also the only statistically significant variable in the 
model. In other words, no other variables are making a significant unique contribution to the 
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prediction of perceived control. YEP membership explains 4% of the variance in the mean score 
of Perceived Control (Part Correlation = .19; .19
2
 = .04). This researcher is using B values 
instead of beta values because she wants to construct a regression equation (Pallant, 2013, p. 
167).  
 
                  
                                                              
                                         (                  )
    (                          ) 
 The average Perceived Control score of a white male that has attended a YEP in Pinellas 
County and has spent the average amount of time in care and had the average number of 
placements is 2.95. The Perceived Control score of this very same person who had not attended a 
YEP would only be 2.70.  
 
Table 6.7 Multiple Regression of YEP Membership on Motivation to Influence 
    95% Confidence Intervals 
for B 
 B SE B Sig Lower Upper 
Constant 3.08 .32 .000 2.46 3.71 
YEP Membership .29 .09 .001 .12 .46 
Log of Reverse of 
Age entered 
program 
.09 .31 .774 -.54 .72 
Male -.00 .08 .968 -.17 .16 
White Only -.01 .10 .887 -.18 .20 
Log of Time in 
Care 
-.13 .17 .437 -.46 .20 
Log of Number of 
Placements 








Forced entry multiple regression was used to assess the ability of YEP membership 
(respondent participated in a YEP) to predict the level of motivation to influence one‟s 
environment (one of the four dimensions of psychological empowerment) after controlling for 
the influence of: age at program entry, gender, ethnicity, time in foster care, number of 
placements, and whether the program was located in Pinellas County. Preliminary analyses were 
conducted to detect whether violations of the assumptions of normality, linearity, multi-
collinearity, and homoscedasticity. There did not appear to be major problems with multi-
collinearity, normality, homoscedasticity, or linearity. See Appendix O for diagnostic output and 
details on violations of assumptions.  
In the model, YEP membership (B = .30, p <.001) makes the strongest unique 
contribution to explaining the dependent variable, when the variance explained by all other 
variables in the model are controlled for. This variable is also the only statistically significant 
variable in the model. No other variables are making a significant unique contribution to the 
prediction of motivation to influence. YEP membership explains 6.3% of the variance in the 
mean score of motivation to influence (Part Correlation = .24; .24
2
 = .0576). This researcher is 
using B values instead of beta values because she wants to construct a regression equation 
(Pallant, 2013, p. 167).  
 
                        
                                                             
                                                                




The motivation to influence score of a white male that has attended a YEP in Pinellas County 
and has spent the average amount of time in care and had the average number of placements is 
3.42. The motivation to influence score of this very same person who had not attended a YEP 
would only be 3.13.  
 
 
Forced entry multiple regression was used to assess the ability of YEP membership 
(respondent participated in a YEP) to predict the level of one‟s sociopolitical skills (one of the 
four dimensions of psychological empowerment) after controlling for the influence of: age at 
program entry, gender, ethnicity, time in foster care, number of placements, and whether the 
program was located in Pinellas County. Preliminary analyses were conducted to detect whether 
violations of the assumptions of normality, linearity, multi-collinearity, and homoscedasticity. 
There did not appear to be major problems with multi-collinearity, normality, homoscedasticity, 
or linearity. See Appendix O for diagnostic output and details on violations of assumptions.  
Table 6.8 Multiple Regression of YEP membership on Socio-Political Skills  
    95%  Confidence 
Intervals for B 
 B SE B Sig. Lower Upper 
Constant 2.80 .42 .000 1.880 3.249 
YEP Membership .35 .10 .001 .148 .542 
Age entered 
program 
-.01 .02 .864 -.601 .715 
Male -.06 .10 .579 -.246 .138 
White Only -.07 .11 .584 -.283 .159 
Log of Time in 
Care 
.33 .20 .140 -.098 .692 
Log of Number 
of Placements 




-.15 .19 .383 -.538 .207 
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In the pooled model, YEP membership (B = .35, p <.01) makes the strongest unique 
contribution to explaining the dependent variable, when the variance explained by all other 
variables in the model are controlled for. This variable is also the only statistically significant 
variable in the model. No other variables are making a significant unique contribution to the 
prediction of socio-political skills. YEP membership explains 5.8% of the variance in the mean 
score of socio-political skills (Part Correlation = .241; .241
2
 = .0581). This researcher is using B 
values instead of beta values because she wants to construct a regression equation (Pallant, 2013, 
p. 167).  
 
                       
                                                                 
                                                       
                     
The socio-political score of a white male that has attended a YEP in Pinellas County and has 
spent the average amount of time in care and had the average number of placements is 2.94. The 















Forced entry multiple regression was used to assess the ability of YEP membership 
(respondent participated in a YEP) to predict the level of one‟s participatory behavior (one of the 
four dimensions of psychological empowerment) after controlling for the influence of: age at 
program entry, gender, ethnicity, time in foster care, number of placements, and whether the 
program was located in Pinellas County. Preliminary analyses were conducted to detect whether 
violations of the assumptions of normality, linearity, multi-collinearity, and homoscedasticity. 
There did not appear to be major problems with multi-collinearity, normality, homoscedasticity, 
or linearity. See Appendix O for diagnostic output and details on violations of assumptions.  
In the pooled model, YEP membership (B = .586, p <.001) makes the strongest unique 
contribution to explaining the dependent variable, when the variance explained by all other 
variables in the model are controlled for. Once again, this variable is also the only statistically 
significant variable in the model. No other variables are making a significant unique contribution 
to the prediction of participatory behavior. YEP membership explains 8.8 % of the variance in 
Table 6.9 Multiple Regression of YEP Membership on Participatory Behavior  
    95%  Confidence 
Intervals for B 
 B SE B Sig. Lower Upper 
Constant 1.600 .474** .001 .668 2.532 
YEP Membership .586 .136** .000 .320 .853 
Log of Reverse of 
Age Entered 
Program 
.318 .460 .490 -.588 1.223 
Male .030 .132 .823 -.230 .289 
White Only -.226 .152 .136 -.524 .071 
Log of Time in 
Care 
.214 .266 .419 -.306 .735 
Log of Number 
of Placements 




-.126 .257 .624 -.629 .377 
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the mean score of participatory behavior (Part Correlation = .297; .297
2
 = .0882). This researcher 
is using B values instead of beta values because she wants to construct a regression equation 
(Pallant, 2013, p. 167).  
 
                      
                                                               
                                                               
                      
The participatory behavior score of a white male that has attended a YEP in Pinellas County and 
has spent the average amount of time in care and had the average number of placements is 2.52. 
The participatory behavior score of this very same person who had not attended a YEP would 















 Chapter 7: Conclusions 
 
Overview 
 Influential global policymakers, practitioners, and donors have increasingly championed 
the use of youth empowerment programs (YEPs) to improve developmental outcomes amongst a 
wide range of young people. This dissertation has examined the use of YEPs for youth aging out 
of foster care from three different perspectives. Chapter 3 presented the results of primary 
historical research on the birth of the American foster care system during the second half of the 
19th century, focusing on the extent to which YEP components were used or neglected. Chapter 
4 discussed findings from an extensive search for relevant evaluation literature, summarizing and 
appraising the strength of available evidence regarding the impacts of YEPs on developmental 
outcomes amongst individuals with experience in the foster care system. Chapters 5 and 6 
described the methods and results of a cross-sectional survey and multivariate analysis exploring 
associations between YEP participation and psychological empowerment, the most theoretically 
important proximal outcome, in a purposively selected sample of foster care alumni in Florida. 
        This chapter summarizes key findings and then outlines the strengths and limitations of this 
dissertation research. The chapter closes by discussing implications for YEP theories of change, 
policy-makers and practitioners, program development, and future research. 
 
Key Findings 
This section summarizes key findings from the historical study looking at the development of 
foster care programming and the cross-sectional analysis of associations between YEP 





The Children‟s Aid Society (CAS) was the precursor to the modern-day foster care system in the 
United States (Gish, 1999). Previous papers have thoroughly documented numerous 
disempowering elements of CAS programing (Boyer, 1978; Katz, 1986; Vanderpol, 1982). 
Archival research was conducted to determine whether there were any empowering elements in 
CAS service provision and, if so, to answer the question: What were the empowering aspects of 
the Children‟s Aid Society (CAS) between 1853-1899? The findings are as follows: 
1. No evidence was found of empowering program components for female foster care 
youth in the care of CAS. There was a paucity of historical documentation regarding the 
conditions and nature of program delivery to girls in New York City. Findings about 
NYC programing presented here, therefore, concern service provision only for boys in 
foster care. 
2. Program conditions for younger youth appeared to have been less empowering than 
those for older youth, with younger youth having less self-determination regarding 
placements and whether or not to remain in foster care. Peer dynamics arising from weak 
adult supervision in the boys lodging houses appear to have increased the risk of younger 
boys being disproportionately influenced by older boys, and new arrivals experiencing 
bullying from existing clients.  
3. Historical evidence did show that CAS employed all of the core components of 
modern-day YEPs: asset-building, youth participation in programmatic decision-making 
and trained adults seeking to maintain a pro-social environment.  
4. Notable empowering components of CAS included an extensive youth and adult co-
administered micro-savings program; a small micro-loan program for select children; a 
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youth-run lending library; peer development and enforcement of community rules; and a 
youth-organized military company.  
5. There was some evidence that YEP-like components were not always delivered 
successfully and that other dimensions of CAS delivery appear to have disempowered 
youth. For example, evidence was uncovered of periods of benign neglect, anarchy, and 
anti-social behavior in the form of bullying, yelling, pushing, and arguing. 
6. Historical accounts indicate that many older male youths were not passive recipients 




A cross-sectional survey was conducted with a purposive sample of 193 foster care 
alumni between the ages of 18 and 25 who had or had not participated in a YEP in Florida. The 
survey served as pilot research to address the question: To what extent do YEPs affect 
psychological empowerment (psychological empowerment) for youth aging out of care? Survey 
analyses showed:  
1. Programs labeled as YEPs scored higher on all four process components than those not 
labeled as YEPs. Specifically, programs labeled YEPs scored significantly higher on pro-
social environment [YEP (x  = 3.47, SD = .78; Md=4) vs. NYEP (x  = 3.02, SD = .92; 
Md=3); U (192) = 3,230 p = .000, two tailed], youth involvement in programmatic 
decision-making [YEP (x  = 3.03, SD = .84) vs. NYEP (x  = 2.37, SD = .92; t (191) = 5.19, 
p = .000, two-tailed], and asset building [YEP (Md = 3.00) vs. NYEP (Md = 2.00); X
2
 = 
(190) = 14.26, p = .003, two-tailed]. There were no significant differences between the 
two groups on the measure of trained adult support. Trained adult support is a core YEP 
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component, but is not a distinguishing one; most forms of youth programming use trained 
adult support. Overall, then, these results suggest that programs in Florida that identify as 
YEPs do successfully deliver YEP components.  
2. YEP participation was associated with significantly higher levels of psychological 
empowerment when controlling for gender, ethnicity, location, time in foster care, 
number of placements, and age at program entry. Specifically, YEP respondents report 
higher participatory behavior (B = .586, SE B= .136, p =.000), motivation to influence (B 
= .30, SE B =.09, p =.001), socio-political skills (B = .35; SE B= .10, p =.001), and 
perceived control (B = .25, p =.007) compared to non-YEP members.  
3. YEP participation explained 4% to 8.8% of the variation in outcomes. The model for 
participatory behavior had the best fit. In this model, YEP participation explained 8.8% 
of the variation in psychological empowerment.  
 
Strengths and Limitations 
There are many strengths and limitations to the various research components of this 
dissertation. The dissertation focused on an understudied population in the YEP literature: youth 
aging out of foster care. Despite YEP approaches being mandated and widely delivered to such 
youths, most YEP studies have focused on other target groups. This research therefore 
contributes to an extremely small evidence-base and furthers our knowledge of the use of YEPs 
in this context. A strength of the dissertation is the use of an extensive literature review 
combined with historic and empirical research to shed light on a topic with important practical 
implications.  
The historical research presented in this dissertation documents, for the first time, the 
continuities in empowering aspects of foster care system programming over time. Previous 
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research has focused exclusively on negative dimensions of 19th century foster care. 
Recognizing commonalities between historic and contemporary intervention practices raises 
important questions about the extent to which our understanding of what works has really 
improved over time. A major strength of the historical component was that it drew entirely on 
extensive archival research, examining primary sources ranging from 19
th
 century newspapers 
and CAS annual reports to individual children‟s personal letters. Its chief limitation is inherent to 
historical research: findings are restricted to those events and practices that were documented 
and based on the narratives of specific groups and a sub-sample of individuals. 
The use of survey methods to examine links between YEP participation and hypothesized 
outcomes constitutes an important contribution to the literature. Only one quantitative study has 
been conducted on YEPs for youth aging out of foster care. That study compared pre- and post-
intervention empowerment amongst YEP participants. It lacked a comparison group and analyses 
suffered from high levels of missing data. According to the Maryland Scientific Methods Scale 
of evaluation designs, this study‟s use of separate YEP and non-YEP groups makes it the most 
methodologically rigorous assessment of YEP‟s effect on empowerment in this population 
(Farrington, Gottfredson, Sherman, & Welsh, 2003).  
Another strength of this study was that unlike previous YEP evaluations, including RCTs 
with other youth populations, this study used a psychometrically validated measure of 
psychological empowerment. It is thus one of the few YEP studies to provide a direct 
examination of the proximal outcome that YEPs are designed to affect, rather than relying on 
proxy indicators.  
The larger the size of the effect one expects, the smaller the sample needed to detect it. 
Another strength of the current study was the use of a priori power calculations to determine the 
151 
 
needed sample size. The power calculation was based on effect sizes in existing YEP literature 
and used to select the sample size required to achieve an 80% probability of identifying a small-
medium effect size (see Chapter Five, Table 5.1). The final sample of 193 was only 7 short of the 
target sample size. Since between 235-265 youth participated in the Naccarato (2014; California 
Youth Connection, 2013) study, this dissertation thereby   increased the total sample of youth 
aging out of foster care from whom quantitative data about YEP participation are available by 
more than 70%. 
Learning from difficulties encountered in previous YEP studies, a comprehensive 
strategy for minimizing non-response proved extremely effective in enhancing data quality and 
the validity of these analyses. Multiple forms of outreach by the researcher and advisory board  
through e-mail, social networking sites, flyers, text messaging, and Chapter Mentors helped 
increase the response rate so that most of the sample completed all of the questions on the 
survey. The use of multiple imputation further ensured that the low levels of missing data that 
remained did not introduce bias (see Allison, 2002). 
Unfortunately, a prospective experimental research design could not be implemented 
within the time available for this dissertation. The survey was therefore cross-sectional, quasi-
experimental, and forced to rely on non-random sampling. These design features limit 
inferences, particularly about YEP impacts, in a number of important ways. These limitations 
mean that, despite its strengths, the study should be considered an exploratory pilot study. 
Because of the study time-frame and its cross-sectional design, distal outcomes could not 
be measured. Key distal outcomes for foster care alumni include economic self-sufficiency, 
academic achievement, negative risk-taking and/or anti-social behaviors. A minimum follow up 
time period of two years would be needed to examine these outcomes, since many of the foster 
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care youth and alumni who can currently be identified as YEP participants are not yet old enough 
to be economically self-sufficient. The study could not, therefore, analyze relationships between 
psychological empowerment and these core long term outcomes. 
The lack of random assignment to YEP limits the study‟s ability to measure causal effects 
of YEP participation on psychological empowerment. Lack of random assignment means that 
comparisons between the YEP and non-YEP group are at a high risk of selection bias. As with 
any non-randomized study, the treatment group could be systematically different from the 
comparison group in ways that are directly related to the outcome independent of intervention 
exposure (see: Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). For example, more psychologically 
empowered youths may be more likely to choose to participate in YEPs. As discussed above, the 
cross-sectional design of the survey did not allow this possibility to be eliminated, since the 
temporal order of program participation and empowerment could not be determined. Instead, 
equivalence between the groups on observables was checked. Multiple regression was then used 
to compare YEP and non-YEP youths while controlling for potential confounding variables and 
hypothesized indicators for unobserved confounders. The literature review suggests that this is 
the first study of YEP participation amongst youth aging out of foster care to use any form of 
statistical controls to reduce the risk of selection bias. 
The two groups were equivalent on all observable variables except average age. On 
average, participants in the YEP group were about 10 months younger than those in the non-YEP 
group. Youth development literature suggests that the younger age of YEP participants means 
they were less likely to have been psychologically empowered at program entry (Freundlich, 
2010; Wong, Zimmerman, & Parker 2010; Proctor, 2009). Younger adolescents (Wong, 
Zimmerman, & Parker, 2010) particularly those in foster care (Van Alst, 2011), tend to have less 
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control over life decisions. Age at program entry was nevertheless controlled for in the 
regression model. Analyses showed that age was not, in fact, statistically associated with the 
outcome.  
Statistical methods reduced but could not eliminate the risk of selection bias. Non-
equivalence on unobserved variables could influence both YEP entry and empowerment and thus 
account for the observed association. Furthermore, the use of a cross-sectional design meant that 
the study could not establish whether program exposure preceded differences in psychological 
empowerment. Causal inferences are supported when research designs are able to both establish 
temporal precedence and eliminate the risk of selection bias.  
Causal inferences about YEP effects based on this survey‟s findings are thus extremely 
limited and heavily dependent on theoretical assumptions. These analyses attempted to eliminate 
selection bias and statistically simulate temporal precedence by controlling for number of 
placements, time in care, age at program entry, gender, ethnicity, and geographic location, 
using Morgan and Winship‟s (2007) graph theoretical approach to estimating causal effects in 
the absence of experimental data. Variables were specified a priori using a conceptual model of 
YEP effects on empowerment formulated as a directed acyclic graph (DAG) (see Chapter 2 
Figure 2.4; see also Morgan & Winship, 2007). DAGs make causal pathways explicit, 
facilitating identification of “back-door‟‟ pathways from the independent to the dependent 
variable. Once these pathways have been identified, relevant confounding variables can be more 
easily identified. If all these pathways can be blocked using observable variables, causal 
inferences about the remaining pathway from the independent to the dependent variable can then 
be drawn. All other conceivably relevant observed and unobserved variables can then be ignored.  
The use of a theory-driven approach to guide the analytical strategy, given the study‟s 
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design limitations, constitutes another strength. All of the variables that could possibly affect 
entry into a YEP could not be measured and controlled for, nor do they have to be according to 
Morgan and Winship (2007). Risk and demographic measures were instead used to block back-
door paths from the causal variable (YEP participation) to the outcome variable (psychological 
empowerment). In line with Naccarato‟s (2014) research, youths‟ number of placements and 
time in care were identified as indicators of risk profile, capturing behavioral and emotional 
difficulties, experiences of disempowerment, and risk of negative long-term outcomes. Minority 
ethnicity or race, younger age, female sex, and County location were identified from youth 
development literature as demographic variables potentially affecting both the probability of 
YEP entry and psychological empowerment. If the hypothesis that these six control variables 
influence both pre-intervention psychological empowerment level and YEP entry, the association 
between YEP participation and subsequent psychological empowerment can be treated as causal 
and the intervention‟s temporal precedence can be assumed. This is, of course, a strong 
assumption. Given the inherent limitations of the cross-sectional non-randomized design, these 
results should be interpreted as promising and consistent with YEP effectiveness but not robust 
enough to comprise evidence of such a causal effect. 
Another limitation is that a random probability sample could not feasibly be drawn 
because existing routinely collected data on foster care alumni do not permit identification of a 
relevant sampling frame. Results from the survey cannot, therefore, be safely generalized to the 
entire population of American or even Floridian youth aging out of foster care. This limitation 
was mitigated as far as possible by using a purposive sampling strategy designed to identify a 
range of recently transitioned foster youth from 11 different geographic locations, including 
hard-to-reach individuals. The sample thus included foster care alumni in Florida Youth Shine 
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(FYS) as well as alumni in other out-of-school time programs and provided a diverse pool of 
recently transitioned foster youth. Comparisons with Florida‟s National Youth in Transition Data 
show the sample to be similar to the wider Florida transitioning foster care population on age, 
gender, and housing situation. Differences between datasets prevented comparison on other 
variables.  Descriptive statistics for all sample demographic and foster care background variables 
collected from the survey are presented in Chapter 5 Table 5.2 to enable readers to reach their 
own conclusions about the generalizability of the research.  
The strengths of the historical research and cross-sectional survey-based analysis of YEP 
participation mean this dissertation has successfully contributed to current knowledge about YEP 
services for youth exiting foster care.  
As a result of the empirical research design limitations outlined in this section, this 
dissertation allowed for only very limited inference regarding a key question of interest: Are 
YEPs for youth leaving foster care effective in producing the proximal they intend to produce?  
This dissertation‟s findings do not demonstrate whether or not YEPs are effective but 
demonstrate why experimental evaluations of YEP service for transitioning foster youth are 
warranted. YEP components have been delivered to this population for over 150 years but their 
effects have never been experimentally tested. Survey results reveal a small but positive 
association between YEP participation and psychological empowerment. Such an association 
could be indicative of YEP promise, with larger and more significant differences on distal 
outcomes unfolding over time. Alternatively, the small effect could be the result of selection 
bias, theoretical mis-specification, or an indication that YEP effects are too small to render the 
programs an efficient and cost-effective use of resources. This dissertation provides a theoretical 
and empirical foundation for exploring these possibilities with more extensive and rigorous 
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experimental evaluations of YEPs for youth aging out of foster care. 
 
Implications for Policy and Practice 
The historical research presented in Chapter 2 identified YEP components delivered by 
the Children‟s Aid Society (CAS). However, many other components of CAS service provision 
are now recognized as potentially damaging. For example, the CAS policy of deliberately 
severing ties between foster children and their families of origin runs contrary to contemporary 
wisdom, best practice guidelines, and children‟s‟ rights-based legislative frameworks.  
For many youth empowerment movement subscribers, the logic that YEPs work is so 
obvious and irrefutable that these programs are worth promoting and investing in even without 
convincing scientific evidence. The same view is likely to have been taken by advocates of CAS 
a century ago. The history of social work and youth programming is similarly full of examples of 
programs designed to improve outcomes and inadvertently causing harm (Buchanan, 2005; 
Caterall, 1987; Chalmers, 2003, Dishion & Andres, 1995; Poulin, Dishion, & Burraston, 2001; 
Rhule, 2005; Werch & Owen, 2002). Many prevention programs have failed or produced 
iatrogenic effects (see for example Petrosino, Buehler, & Turpin-Petrosino‟s 2002, 2004, and 
2013 meta-analyses of Scared Straight and other juvenile awareness programs for preventing 
juvenile delinquency).   
 Nevertheless, YEPs for youth aging out of foster care have steadily multiplied over the 
past decade. Despite the lack of empirical evidence detailed in Chapter 4 of this dissertation and 
in the Campbell Review (Morton & Montgomery, 2011) YEPs are consistently advocated as a 
“magic bullet” solution to prevent negative outcomes amongst disadvantaged youth by the World 
Bank, the United Nations, the European Union and influential donors (Altman et al., 2004; 
Morton, 2011). Youth empowerment provision for foster care youth is even mandated by federal 
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law in the United States (Foster Care Independence Act of 1999 P.L. 106-169, §101, 113 Stat. 
1826).  
 The risk of harm should not be underestimated when interventions, however well-
intentioned and reasonable-sounding, are made in the lives of vulnerable youths. In 1992, 
Lipsey‟s meta-analysis found that approximately 29% of controlled interventions focusing on 
youth problem behavior produced iatrogenic outcomes. 
 Recall that the Clay, Amodeo, and Collins (2010) study from Chapter 4 found that many 
youth felt overwhelmed by the demands of the YEP. Youths complained that the tasks were too 
difficult and task-specific self-efficacy declined. Youths reported feeling disconnected from the 
project and a sense of rolelessness. Caterall (1987) evaluated the efficacy of a dropout prevention 
program for low-achieving students and found that despite reporting high engagement and social 
bonding and satisfaction with the program, intervention youth achieved lower grades, more 
isolation from school, and were more likely to drop out of school than control group youth. This 
finding is particularly troubling because it demonstrates that youth might engage in more 
participatory behaviors in the program and bond with peers, but this increased engagement and 
bonding might lead to negative distal outcomes. Another potential problem is illustrated by the 
peer culture development program (PCD) for delinquent youth which produced improved 
incarceration and probation outcomes when implemented in the community but increased 
delinquency, suspensions, and drug involvement when delivered in schools (Gottfredson & 
Gottfredson, 1992). The differing results of the PCD interventions suggest that the setting and 
target population for YEPs may significantly moderate program effects. Inferences about YEP 
effects amongst youth aging out of foster care cannot, then, be safely drawn from YEP RCTs 
conducted with other less vulnerable youth populations.  
158 
 
 These findings suggest that YEPs have the potential to be harmful for some youths. This 
is of particular concern with respect to youths aging out of foster care. These youths are more 
likely than other youth populations to have been severely disempowered throughout their lives, 
to have experienced serious traumas, to be struggling with serious substance problems and to be 
facing immediate difficulties in obtaining basic needs such as housing (Brandford & English, 
2004; Courtney, 2005; Courtney et al.,2007; Courtney et al., 2011; Havalchack, Roller White, & 
O‟Brien, 2008; Montgomery, Donkoh, & Underhill, 2006; Massigna & Pecora, 2004; and see: 
Chapter 1). This population may require more support and practically – or clinically-oriented 
services. YEPs are at risk of compounding pre-existing feelings of failure, alienation, and 
anxiety.   
 Policymakers and practitioners should also exercise particular caution when 
implementing untested group-based interventions like YEPs for at-risk youths. Dishion, McCord, 
& Poulin‟s (1999) research documented the risks of deviant peer contagion in interventions that 
aggregate deviant youth.  Many of the youth targeted by YEPs, particularly those with 
experience of the foster care system, are vulnerable, disadvantaged and have had contact with the 
juvenile and criminal justice systems (Courtney et al., 2007; Cusick & Courtney, 2007; 
Havalchack, Roller White, & O‟Brian, 2008). The risk of deviant peer contagion is therefore 
considerable. In the absence of any experimental evidence that YEPs have positive effects on 
average, the use of YEPs may pose risks for youths who have thus far avoided deviant peer 
networks. 
 The desire for effective interventions should not be used to justify departures from 
principles of evidence-based practice. Each year, nearly a quarter of a million youths leave foster 
care in the United States. YEPs have been estimated to cost between $1,270 and $1,730 per 
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youth per year (Gray & Hayes, 2008).  Until there is robust evidence regarding YEP outcomes, 
policymakers and practitioners committed to evidence-based practice are better advised to safely 
invest these resources in programs with strong evidence bases or to invest in experimental 
evaluations of YEPs. Several interventions have been consistently shown to effectively improve 
key developmental outcomes in multiple RCTs – such as, for example, micro-savings programs 
(Schreiner & Sherraden, 2007; Ssewamala, Neilands, Waldfogel, & Ismayilova, 2012; 
Ssewamala, Karimli, Han, & Ismayilova, 2010; Ssewmala, Sperber, Zimmerman, Karimli, 2010) 
and early childhood intervention programs that could be delivered to families of origin and to 
foster parents (Gardner, Burton, & Klimes, 2006; Prinz, Sanders, Shapiro, Witaker, & Lutzker, 
2008; Reid, Webster-Stratton, & Beauchaine, 2001; Webster-Stratton, Reid, & Hammond, 2001; 
Webster Stratton & Hammond, 1997).  
 Overall, the findings presented in this dissertation highlight the need for experimental 
research on YEPs for transitioning foster care youth. Until such evidence is available, 
practitioners and policymakers would do well to heed the warning that “without working from a 
foundation of evidence, we may be doing harm, and this is unacceptable in a democratically 
elected society that espouses to uphold human rights and social justice” (Buchanan, 2005 p. 
118).  
 
Implications for Theories of Change  
 The youth empowerment theory of change was presented in detail in Chapter 2. The 
theoretical argument is that youths‟ wellbeing can be improved by their engagement in the 
processes that affect their lives (Chinman & Linney, 1998; Zimmerman, 1995). Specifically, 
YEP participation is hypothesized to affect various proximal youth development outcomes. 
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These proximal outcomes are hypothesized to then, in turn, affect distal well-being (Fymier et al, 
1996).  
Youth well-being has been operationally defined as academic achievement, economic 
self-sufficiency, and reduced anti-social or negative risk-taking behavior (Chinman & Linney, 
1998; see Chapter 2). A host of other life-quality indicators could – in principle – also be 
considered relevant to well-being and plausibly influenced by participatory programming  but 
have not yet been explored in the theoretical literature on YEP processes and intended outcomes 
and then tested empirically.  
More proximally, participation in YEPs is expected to increase youths‟ participatory 
behavior, motivation to influence their sociopolitical environment, self-efficacy for socio-
political skills, and perceived control over their environment (Fymier et al, 1996; Holden et al., 
2003; Marr-Lyon, Young, & Quintero, 2008; Ozer & Schotland, 2011; Zimmerman, 1995). All 
of these proximal outcomes are theorized to reflect psychological empowerment. As the name 
„YEP‟ implies, enhancing psychological empowerment itself is the fundamental aim of the 
program (Ozer & Shotland, 2011). 
Many of the studies described in the literature review and reviews of YEPs for other 
youth populations claim that the development of self-efficacy should be one of the primary 
results of youth empowerment (Chinman & Linney, 1998; Holden et al, 2005; Jennings, 2006; 
Morton & Montgomery, 2011b; Pajares, 2006; Winkleby et al, 2004; Wong, Zimmerman, & 
Parker, 2010; Zimmerman, 1995). Importantly, YEP theorists have failed to adequately specify 
the mechanisms through which YEPs might be expected to affect general self-efficacy. 
Furthermore, the YEP Campbell Collaboration review found no intervention effects for general 
self-efficacy for any of its three included trials nor amongst the three excluded school-based YEP 
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evaluations (Morton & Montgomery, 2011b). General self-efficacy was therefore not examined 
further for use in this dissertation. 
This dissertation instead used domain-specific self-efficacy for several reasons.  
Bandura‟s Social Cognitive Theory specifies domain-specific self-efficacy (Bandura, 2006) and 
youth empowerment theory draws from Social Cognitive Theory among other theories (Morton 
& Montgomery, 2011a). Additionally, Ozer & Shotland‟s (2011) theoretical research on 
psychological empowerment includes domain-specific self-efficacy items. Furthermore, 
Zimmerman (1995) includes domain-specific self-efficacy in the intrapersonal component of his 
nomological network for psychological empowerment. According to Chen and colleagues 
(2004), specific self-efficacy is more malleable than general self-efficacy, assuming 
interventions target the particular task the self-efficacy concept is designed to capture. Some 
empirical evidence has also documented statistically significant effects of YEPs on domain-
specific self-efficacy.  For example, a very large cluster RCT (n= 813) of a school-based tobacco 
prevention advocacy intervention found a significant positive effect of self-efficacy beliefs 
specific to tobacco prevention advocacy (Winkleby et al., 2004). Ozer and Douglas (2012) also 
found statistically significant results for the relationships between YEP participation and self-
efficacy for socio-political skills. Domain-specific self-efficacy variable has also been found to 
predict other distal outcomes (Fymier et al., 1996). The finding of statistically significant 
associations between YEP participation and domain-specific self-efficacy in this dissertation 
supports the existing YEP theory that domain-specific self-efficacy is a relevant proximal 
outcome and that its relationship to empowerment and in YEP processes merits further 
theoretical elaboration and empirical investigation. 
Much of the youth empowerment literature claims that YEPs should not only improve 
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self-efficacy but should also improve self-esteem, self-concept, or self-identity (Chinman & 
Linney, 1998; Larson, 2000; Morton & Montgomery, 2011a). Indeed, two of the four studies 
(Clay, Amodeo, & Collins, 2010; Wright, 2010) reviewed in Chapter 4 found, using grounded 
theory, that YEPs improved the self-esteem/identities of study participants.  
Chinman & Linney‟s (1998) and Jennings, Parra-Medina, Messias, & McLoughlin 
(2006) reviews of YEP theory conclude that self-esteem is a core concept in youth empowerment 
literature. Despite its prominence, the precise conceptualization and role of self-esteem in YEP 
processes, particularly in bringing about long-term YEP-targeted developmental outcomes, 
remains unclear. According to sociologist Smelser (1993, p. 15), 
the associations between self-esteem and its expected consequences are mixed, 
insignificant, or absent, The non-relationship holds between self-esteem and teenage        
pregnancy, self-esteem and child abuse, self-esteem and most cases of alcohol and drug    
abuse. 
According to Kohn (1994), self-esteem level does not determine whether people behave 
pro-socially or antisocially. On the other hand, there is evidence that children at either extreme of 
the self-esteem spectrum are less likely to behave pro-socially (Eisenberg, 1986; Staub, 1986). 
Inflated self-esteem can co-occur with low self-efficacy and has been linked to subsequent 
narcissism and depression (Twenge, 2006; Bauerlein, 2008).  
Zimmerman‟s seminal (1995) paper defining a nomological network of psychological 
empowerment deliberately excludes self-esteem. Zimmerman argues that self-esteem is similar 
but distinct from psychological empowerment (1995, p. 590). Ozer & Schotland (2011) 
concurred and tested their psychological empowerment measure against self-esteem. Ozer & 
Shotland found that self-esteem was significantly correlated with all four domains of 
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psychological empowerment but that the strength of the relationship between the two variables 
was only moderate (.32≤ r ≤ .36). Self-esteem does, then, appear to be conceptually distinct from 
psychological empowerment.  
YEP theories of change should then hypothesize effects on empowerment rather than 
self-esteem. The Campbell Collaboration review of YEPs found no significant intervention 
effects for self-esteem (Morton & Montgomery, 2011b). This study used Ozer & Shotland‟s 
(2011) measure of psychological empowerment and found an association with YEP participation. 
Survey data analyses revealed that youths in the YEP group reported higher levels of all four 
subdomains of psychological empowerment than youths in the non-YEP group. This finding is 
consistent with the theory that YEP participation enhances empowerment. This consistency 
indicates that psychological empowerment is a theoretically relevant and important variable for 
youth empowerment conceptual models. 
The four process components that determine a YEP are a supportive adult or older youth 
facilitator, a pro-social environment, opportunities for asset-building or skill-building activities, 
and the active ingredient of youth involvement in programmatic decision-making (Chinman & 
Linney, 1998; Jennings et al., 2006; Morton & Montgomery 2011a,b). This survey analysis 
found that youth who had participated in a program labeled as a YEP also reported experiencing 
higher levels of all four of these core process components. The independent variable of interest 
(YEP membership) proposed in the theoretical model for this dissertation (see: Chapter 2) is 
consistent with YEP implementation in practice. 
 Following the theoretical model presented in Chapter 2, risk-related and demographic 
covariates were controlled for in these analyses. Interestingly, none of these covariates 
individually accounted for a significant portion of the variance in outcome. Specifically, age, 
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gender, Pinellas County location, ethnicity, number of placements and time in foster care did not 
– alone – significantly predict psychological empowerment. These covariates were identified 
with reference to research on YEPs and the wider research literature on youth developmental 
processes, social exclusion, and foster care outcomes. However, there has been little direct 
investigation of non-YEP antecedents neither of psychological empowerment nor of factors 
directly affecting self-selection into YEPs.  
 Findings presented here for the covariates listed above suggest that more extensive 
analyses are needed to inform the development of a more detailed and specific theoretical model. 
The investigation and development of program theory for complex social interventions is a long 
and iterative process. Despite the extensive existing theoretical literature on YEPs, these results 
highlight the need for empirical research testing whether hypothesized relationships can be 
observed amongst transitioning foster youth. Results also suggest the need to consider and 
investigate other sources of variability. For example, the reasons for entry into foster care, 
quality of relationships with foster care providers, and social support networks are not explicitly 
identified in YEP literature but may be important determinants influencers of program entry, 
engagement, and response in regards to levels of empowerment in this population.  
 Theoretical models for YEP participation and outcomes need to be able to account for 
sources of individual variation in program participation choices, program response and post-
program levels of empowerment. In the absence of such a model to explain individual variation, 
it will be impossible to make sound judgments about the generalizability of results from any 
future experimental evaluation. The literature review and research findings presented in this 
thesis demonstrate the need for more work on the development and empirical testing of 




Implications for Future Research 
     The investigation of historical records and extensive search of existing research 
literature has established that youth empowerment interventions have long been used for youth 
aging in foster case but that their effects in this population remain unknown (see: Chapters 3 and 
4). Well-conducted RCTs can provide unbiased estimates of whether YEPs have causal effects 
on theoretically and clinically important outcomes such as psychological empowerment, coping 
skills, and risk-taking behaviors. As noted above, without experimental estimates of YEPs' 
causal effects it is unsafe to assume that YEPs have any effect at all or that any effects they 
might have are in fact positive. Given widespread support amongst stakeholders for expanding 
YEP provision to still more foster youths and foster care alumni (see for example: Jim Casey 
Youth Leadership Opportunities Initiative http://jimcaseyyouth.org/), experimental evaluations 
using random assignment are urgently needed to inform judgments about whether YEPs 
constitute an efficient use of limited resources for this important and at -risk population. 
           The survey research conducted for this dissertation made clear the importance of 
stakeholder support and research participation for any future YEP evaluations. RCTs of complex 
social interventions like YEPs will be expensive, time-consuming, and difficult to implement 
successfully.  However, the cost of delivering a non-effective or harmful but resource-intensive 
intervention to thousands of at-risk youths is far higher. In addition to documenting the lack of 
evidence for YEPs in this population, this dissertation's survey findings also suggest that YEPs 
are promising enough---and widely used enough---to justify investment in an RCT of YEPs for 
youth aging out of foster care. The findings of this dissertation may thus be useful in 
communicating both the need for and the value of experimental evaluations of YEP in this 
population to potential funders, relevant stakeholders, and the youths themselves.  
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    The first question asked about an intervention‟s effectiveness is usually “Is the intervention 
better than nothing?” To answer this question, RCTs must use a “no treatment” comparison 
condition. When there is existing evidence that one or more alternative interventions are superior 
to no intervention in the same population, a more relevant question becomes “Is the intervention 
of interest as effective or superior to evidence-based alternatives?”  To answer this question, 
alternative interventions should be used as comparators for the intervention of intervention of 
interest. In such cases, the use of a “no treatment” condition becomes unethical. 
The use of an active intervention comparison also provides a helpful way of ensuring 
stakeholder support. A common source of practitioner resistance to random assignment is 
concern about randomly depriving youths of an intervention that practitioners believe to be 
helpful. Leaving aside arguments about the uncertainty regarding the purported benefits and the 
potential risks of assignment to the untested intervention, the use of an active intervention 
comparison condition that practitioners believe in can make it easier to ensure practitioner 
support for a trial. The risks of deliberate practitioner non-compliance and subversion of trial 
protocols can also thereby be reduced. 
    Historically, the use of active intervention comparisons has also sometimes been avoided in 
RCTs because of difficulties that comparisons between active interventions pose to meta-
analyses. Conventional meta-analytic techniques are restricted to studies comparing the same 
two interventions. Meta-analyses are therefore often restricted to studies that compare the 
intervention of interest to no treatment or waitlist control conditions. RCTs using an active 
intervention comparison are thus at risk of being excluded from reviews concerning the 
intervention of interest---in this case, YEPs. However, the development of network meta-analytic 
methods means that comparisons between active interventions can now be included in meta-
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analyses (see: Grant & Batista, 2013). Indeed, active-treatment comparisons are an essential part 
of the cumulative evidence-base when choices need to be made between multiple alternative 
interventions. 
YEPs have never been compared to either no intervention or alternative interventions. 
However, at least two alternative interventions have been demonstrated to be effective in 
improving self-efficacy and other developmental outcomes amongst at-risk youths: micro-
savings programs (Schreiner & Sherraden, 2007; Ssewamala, Neilands, Waldfogel, & 
Ismayilova, 2012; Ssewamala, Karimli, Han, & Ismayilova, 2010; Ssewmala, Sperber, 
Zimmerman, Karimli, 2010) and cognitive-behavioral skills training and counseling (McCart,  
Priester, Davies, & Azen, 2006; Weersing & Weisz, 2002). Micro-savings programs would be 
the most obvious suitable active comparison for YEPs but individually-delivered cognitive-
behavioral skills counseling also have extensive evidence base and could provide a non-group 
comparison. Either or both of these interventions should be considered as a candidate comparator 
conditions for future YEP RCTs with youth aging out of foster care. 
    The pilot study conducted for this dissertation identified a number of potential challenges and 
useful strategies that future research studies will benefit from taking into consideration. Youth 
aging out of foster care typically are hard to reach and gain access to because they move and 
change their contact information frequently. Child welfare agencies are typically hesitant to grant 
outside researchers access to their clients. The survey data collection strategy used here 
demonstrates the feasibility and, indeed, the importance of using a participatory action-based 
research approach to overcome these challenges. Participatory action-based research is 
“systematic inquiry, with the collaboration of those affected by the issue being studied, for the 
purpose of education and taking action or effecting change" (Green et al, 2003, p. 419). Such an 
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approach is congruent with YEP philosophy. A participatory approach manifested in this pilot 
study through the creation of a youth-advisory board of five Florida Youth Shine (FYS) youth 
and three FYS staff to review this dissertation‟s research idea; revise the survey questions; 
conduct trial runs to test survey questions‟ face validity amongst target youths; provide 
suggestions for survey administration methods, timing, and location; and determine the nature 
and magnitude of survey respondent incentives. 
The probability of future experimental YEP evaluations being successfully implemented 
and achieving high levels of follow-up will be enhanced if youths and practitioners share 
researchers‟ commitment to trial aims, protocol adherence, and quality data collection. Trial 
procedures, measures and administration will similarly be improved by incorporating youths‟ 
and practioners‟ specific knowledge about the program, its delivery, the local context and the 
study‟s sample population. In this study, for example, social networks and participant 
involvement played an important role in recruiting willing respondents. Given the lack of 
population data from which an RCT could draw a random sample (see: Chapter 5), 
recommendations from fellow youths could be vital to ensure adequate recruitment into a trial 
and to ensure that a wide range of eligible youths are included.   
The selection of one or more specific YEP programs for any future RCT should also be 
carefully considered. This researcher found that some social service agencies do not want to be 
evaluated and are protective over evaluation results, preferring to keep results internal. 
Conversely, Florida Youth Shine enthusiastically welcomed this research claiming: “We have 
nothing to hide. We want to know if our program works and we also want to know if our 
program doesn‟t work so that we can make changes” (FYS Youth Coordinator Lindsay Baach, 
personal communication, July 24, 2012). A trial using a participatory research approach that 
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emphasizes stakeholder involvement will clearly benefit from being conducted on a program 
whose agency is committed to evaluation. At the same time, there may be important differences 
in how YEPs are implemented by agencies committed to evidence-based practice and agencies 
that guard against rigorous evaluation. Results from a trial testing outcomes for YEPs delivered 
only by the former may not be generalizable to YEPs delivered by the latter type of agency. 
Consultation with agency representatives and close examination of different programs‟ content, 
levels of staff training, and support, resources, local contexts and agencies‟ reasons for 
supporting or resisting evaluation will be needed prior to site selection for a YEP RCT. 
In addition to rigorous experimental evaluation, future research is needed to further 
current understanding of the causal pathways leading to negative outcomes amongst youth 
transitioning out of foster care. YEP evaluations could potentially contribute to theoretical 
models of these pathways by clarifying the role (if any) of psychological empowerment. 
However, additional longitudinal research focused specifically on these pathways should also be 
conducted to determine sources of individual variability and uncover potential moderators of 
participant response to not only YEPs but also to other forms of intervention for this population. 
Such research should test current theoretical assumptions about whether specific proximal 
outcomes targeted by interventions actually predict relevant distal outcomes such as, for 
example, links between psychological empowerment, self-efficacy or self-esteem and long-term 
economic self-sufficiency.  
 Both qualitative and quantitative analyses of individual responses are also needed to 
elaborate the specific mechanisms through which available interventions, including YEPs, work 
and how these mechanisms may be affected by individual and contextual differences. For 
example, youths who have felt disempowered through structural forms of social exclusion such 
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as sexism, racism, or homophobia might benefit substantially from participation in a YEP in 
which there is an influential and popular peer who shares these characteristics; but experience 
further exclusion and disempowerment in a YEP where peer norms and social status structures 
mirror patterns of wider social exclusion. Such complex individual and contextual processes are 
methodologically challenging to study. However, all of these forms of research are essential for 
the development of a robust and meaningful understanding of whether, under what 




The historical part of the dissertation illustrates some early examples of participatory 
aspects of one organization that started foster care in the U.S. The literature review reveals the 
absence of rigorous evidence relating to YEP effects or processes amongst youth with experience 
of the foster care system: three qualitative-case studies and one quantitative pre- and post-YEP 
analysis of six youth development outcome areas comprise a meager evidence-base, given the 
widespread use of these programs. The cross-sectional survey seeks to enhance this evidence 
base; with results suggesting that YEPs for youths aging out of foster care merit further study: 
YEP participants were found to have significantly higher levels of psychological empowerment 
than comparison group youth.  
Youth empowerment initiatives offer an important alternative to deficit-based 
interventions that is congruent with the social work code of ethics. YEPs offer a strengths-based 
approach to adolescent development that positions youth as problem solvers rather than problems 
to be solved. Youth empowerment theory and its manifestation in the form of YEPs, suggests 
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that young people are competent enough to share power with adults to solve community 
problems and problems in their own lives. Unfortunately, there is not enough evidence to prove 
whether this empowering philosophy works for youth aging out of foster care. This dissertation 
demonstrates that the investigation of youth empowerment theory and YEPs is both a possible 
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Appendix E – Professional Outreach for Literature Review 
Subject: Seeking evaluations of youth empowerment/participation programs for foster care youth 
 
Dear [contact]: 
On behalf of Columbia University School of Social Work, I am writing to see if you or your colleagues 
at _______________ know of any evaluations that have been conducted of youth empowerment 
(sometimes called ‘youth participation’) programs for young people in foster care or aging out of 
care. I am in the process of conducting a literature review of the effects of such programs on 
outcomes for young people aging out of foster care for my dissertation. 
I am searching major online databases, but I ask your help to make sure that I do not miss any 
relevant evaluations or studies. Please could you send or refer me to any relevant evaluations 
regardless of their findings – including those published or non-published; showing positive effects, 
no effects, or negative effects? Looking at all evaluations of youth empowerment programs will help 
me better understand these interventions and their complexities and will provide useful 
information for the field of foster care youth services.  
For the purposes of this review, I defined youth empowerment programs as interventions that 
include youth in the design, implementation, and or evaluation of the program. Specifically, I am 
looking for projects that: 
 focus primarily on strength-building activities, 
  regularly involve youth participation in decision-making process for program planning or 
implementation, 
 Provide supportive relationships between youth and adults or older youth 
mentors/facilitators 
 Involve groups of youth that interact with each other 
If you are unsure as to whether an evaluation qualifies, please send it over. Youth empowerment 
programs can be found in a range of program areas such as community service, recreational, 
cultural, peer education, advocacy, youth councils, education, and job/life skills preparation. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any thoughts or questions.  I would also be 
very grateful for any other relevant contacts or institutions that you think could be helpful in this 
search.  




































Institution and/or Contact Name (N=19) Responded 
Eckerd Family Foundation – Jane Soltis, Vice Presidents of Programs. 
Board member of the Foster Care Work Group 
Yes 
Chapin Hall – Mark E. Courtney, researcher, professor Yes 
Darden Restaurants Foundation – Patty De Young, Foundation Director Yes 
Community Service Center of Central Florida – Lee Pates, CEO Yes 
Matt Morton, Social Scientist at the World Bank Yes 
National Resource Center for Child Welfare Data & Technology  and 
Vanderbilt Child & Family Policy Center – Debbie Milner,  NRC –
CWDT Director, Director, Child & Family Policy Center 
No 
Child Welfare League of America (Independent Living) – John 
Sciamanna  &  Tim Briceland Betts 
No 
Chapin Hall – Amy Dworsky  Yes 
The Annie E. Casey Fund Yes 
Casey Family Programs Yes 
Peter J. Pecora, author of: 
                  Providing Better Opportunities for older children in the 
Child Welfare System 
No 
Children‟s Home Society of Florida No 
City of Life Foundation – Allan Chernoff : Executive Director No 
United Way of Central Indiana – Sam Criss, Connected by 25 Director Yes 
Community Foundation of Greater Atlanta – Tyronda Minter, Director 
of Regional   Impact 
No 
University of Southern Maine – Marty Zanghi, Director of Youth 
Development 
No 
Connected by 25 (Tampa) – Diane Zambito, Executive Director Yes 
Nebraska Children & Families Foundation – Jennifer Skala No 





Appendix D – Citation & Abstracts Screening Guide 
CRITERIA MET? 
Program occurred in the United States?  
Youth Empowerment Program? 
       Occurs in a group setting with opportunities for peer interaction? 
       Provides at least one positive adult or older youth facilitator? 
       Occurs more than once for longer than a month 
       Delivered to foster care youth while in care or shortly after exiting care     
            (within no more than 5 years of exiting care) 
      Includes youth on a regular basis in organizational/programmatic  
            decision-making 
     NOT: delivered informally by foster care parents 
 
Study participants current or former foster care youth under 25 years of 
age? 
Designed to aid foster care youth in transitioning to adulthood? 
 
 


















Appendix E – Jones and Perkins (2003) Group Activity Rating Scale 
Youth-Adult Group Activity Rating Scale 
This scale is to allow you to identify a youth-adult team/group in your state/area that is currently 
working on a community project. You are to assess the group‟s participation by rating the 
activity of youth and adults to the best of your knowledge.  
Please indicate the Florida Youth Shine Chapter Name. If there is no name for the Florida Youth 
Shine Chapter, you may identify them by location, such as the “Orlando, Florida Youth Shine, 
youth-advisory board” or the “Broward County Florida Youth Shine.”  
Group Name ____________________________   State/Area_____________________________ 
Group Contact Person (include name, phone number and e-mail address): 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
In rating the participating group, place an “X” near the statement that you believe is the most 
accurate (For example, an “X” marked on either end would describe the duties of one party, 
youth or adults, while an “X” in the middle would indicate a balance between youth and adult 
duties). 
 
Adults have major responsibilities 
 
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ 
 
Youth have major responsibilities 
 
Adults lead all programs, while youth 
only participate 
 
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ 
Youth lead all programs with little 
help from adults 
 
Adults plan/organize project activities  
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ 
Youth plan/organize project activities 
 
Adults make all decisions relating to 
the project 
 
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ 
Youth make all decisions relating to 
the  project 
 
Adults set benchmarks for project 
success.  
 
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ 
Youth set benchmarks for project 
success.   
 
Adults help youth in developing new 
skills 
 
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ 
Youth help adults in developing new 
skills  
 
Adults take control of meetings ___    ___    ___    ___    ___ Youth take control of meetings 
 
Adults dominate meetings ___    ___    ___    ___    ___ Youth dominate meetings 
 
Adults ask for youth advice on project 
activities 
___    ___    ___    ___    ___ Youth ask for adult advice on project 
activities 
 
Based on the youth-adult relationship categories below, how would you classify the group 













but at low levels) 
Youth-Adult 
Partnership 
(Equal levels of 
youth/adult 
decision-making, 
utilizing of skills 






























Jones, K.R. & Perkins, D.F. (December, 2003). Department of Agricultural & Extension 










































































My name is Tara Batista and I am a PhD student at Columbia University School of Social 
Work. For my dissertation, I am studying how to empower youth aging out of the foster care 
system. I was in foster care in Florida myself and later participated in several youth 
empowerment programs as well as after school programs and extra-curricular activities 
growing up. I have been working with teenagers and young adults who have been involved 
in foster care to create this study. Young people like yourselves helped me create the survey, 
helped me decide the way the survey should be given, and the picked the incentives.  
The purpose of this survey is to ask you about your experiences in certain programs. We are 
interested in your views about these programs and the feelings you have after you finish 
these programs.   
 
This research will help us move one step closer to convincing people who make decisions 
about foster care programs to make quality programs a priority for youth aging out of foster 
care.  
 
Taking this survey is your choice. It is completely voluntary. Your responses will be 
confidential and will not affect the services you receive in any way.  
 
Let me tell you a little bit about this survey. For most questions, you will be given a set of 
possible answers, and you will be asked to choose the one that is closest to your own view. 
Even though none of the answers may fit your ideas exactly, choose the response closest to 
your own views.  
 
There are no right or wrong answers. This is not a test. Take your time answering. The 
survey takes between 10-15 minutes. Ask me to clarify if you have any questions. It is very 
important that you understand the questions so that you can answer as truthfully and 
accurately as possible. 
 
After you complete the survey, you will receive a $10 gift card.  
 


































































































































Appendix K – Relationship between Participatory Behavior (DV) and Youth Involvement 















Total Score for Youth 





Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 





Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 187 188 







Participatory Behavior (a subscale of the outcome variable) is positively, strongly 
(r=.544) and significantly (p <.01), correlated with youth involvement in programmatic decision-
making . There assumption of homoscedasticity does not appear to have been violated.  The 
correlation of .544 does not imply that these two measures are measuring the same thing. 
However, the face validity of the items suggests that at least part of the participatory behavior 
outcome might be measuring participation in programmatic decision-making.  
The items that make up both scales are presented below: 
Participatory Behavior Items Involvement in Programmatic Decision-
making   
I have led a group of young people working on 
an issue that we care about 
Did you get the chance to lead an activity? 
I have made a presentation to a group of people 
that I don‟t know 
 
I have spoken to important decision-makers 
about issues that I care about 
Could you suggest your own ideas for new 
activities? 
I have interviewed an adult decision-maker to 
learn their point of view about an issue 
 
I have spoken to other young people about  
issues that I want to improve in foster care 
 
I have spoken with other youth about issues 
that I want to improve in my city or state 
 
 Did you help plan activities for the program? 
 Were you in charge of doing something to help 
the program? 
 Did you help make decision or rules for the 
program? 
 Did you choose which activities you did? 
 Did any of your ideas get used in the program? 






Appendix L: Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Psychological Empowerment Instrument Subscales 
The 27 items of the Psychological Empowerment Scale (psychological empowerment) 
were subjected to exploratory factor analysis using principal components analysis (PCA) using 
SPSS version 21. Prior to performing PCA, the suitability of the data for Exploratory Factor 
Analysis was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many 
coefficients of .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .903, exceeding the 
recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970, 1974) and Bartlett‟s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett 1954) 
reached statistical significance, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix.   
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .903 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 





Principal components analysis revealed the presence of four components with 
eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 41.3%, 9.5%, 7%, and 6.1% of the variance respectively. 
An inspection of the screeplot revealed a break after the fourth component. Using Catell‟s (1966) 






Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of 
Squared 
Loadingsa 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative % Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative % Total 
1 11.159 41.329 41.329 11.159 41.329 41.329 9.054 
2 2.564 9.497 50.827 2.564 9.497 50.827 6.744 
3 1.885 6.980 57.807 1.885 6.980 57.807 7.442 
4 1.636 6.059 63.866 1.636 6.059 63.866 5.877 
5 .926 3.431 67.297     
6 .921 3.410 70.707     
7 .888 3.289 73.996     
8 .731 2.707 76.703     
9 .661 2.449 79.152     
10 .644 2.383 81.536     
11 .587 2.173 83.708     
12 .546 2.022 85.730     
13 .459 1.700 87.430     
14 .423 1.566 88.996     
15 .360 1.332 90.328     
16 .344 1.275 91.603     
17 .312 1.157 92.760     
18 .287 1.063 93.823     
19 .267 .990 94.814     
20 .237 .877 95.691     
21 .224 .831 96.522     
22 .201 .745 97.268     
23 .182 .674 97.942     
24 .176 .652 98.594     
25 .138 .510 99.104     
26 .130 .483 99.586     
27 .112 .414 100.000     
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 








The four-component solution explained a total of 63.9% of the variance, with Component 
1 contributing 41.3%, Component 2 contributing 9.5%, Component 3 contributing 7%, and 
Component 4 contributing 6.1%. To aid in the interpretation of these four components, oblimin 
rotation was performed. The rotated solution revealed the presence of simple structure 
(Thurstone, 1947), with all four components showing a number of strong loadings and all 
variables loading substantially on only one component. The interpretation of the four 
components was consistent with previous research on the psychological empowerment Scale 
(Ozer and Schotland, 2011), with all 9 Socio-Political Skill items loading strongly on 
Component 1, all 6 Participatory Behavior items loading strongly on Component 2, all 6 
Motivation to Influence items loading strongly onto Component 3, and all 6 Perceived Control 






1 2 3 4 
Know how to gather useful info to solve a problem with foster care .894    
Know how to gather data to solve a problem in foster care .862    
Know how foster care policies and rules are made .804    
Know how to gather data to solve problem in city .800    
Can work well with other youth to solve a problem in your city .748    
Know how city rules and policies are made .718    
Can get a decision maker to see your point of view .688    
Understand the important political issues in our society .651    
Often a leader in groups .622    
Made a presentation to a group  -.852   
Spoke to decision makers  -.840   
Led young people on an issue  -.804   
Spoke to youth about issues to improve foster care  -.799   
Interviewed decision maker  -.778   
Spoke to youth about issues to improve in city or state  -.608   
If issues come up that affect youth in foster care, you all do something about it   .856  
You want to have as much say in making foster care policy decisions   .847  
If issues come up that affect youth in your city or state, you all do something about it   .790  
It's important for youth to try to improve foster care   .739  
Youth should work to improve their city   .733  
You want to have as much say as possible in decisions in your city   .714  
Youth have a say in what happens in this city or state    .821 
Youth in foster care get to help plan special activities and events    .707 
There are plenty of ways for youth to have a say in foster care    .691 
There is a YAC in your city that really gets things done    .680 
There are plenty of ways for young people to have a say in city or state gov    .672 
In your city, youth in foster care can make changes in the foster care system    .616 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 











1 2 3 4 
Know how to gather useful info to solve a problem with foster care .891 -.445 .492 .377 
Know how to gather data to solve a problem in foster care .874 -.441 .442 .451 
Know how to gather data to solve problem in city .816 -.413 .451 .388 
Know how foster care policies and rules are made .806 -.400 .377 .446 
Can work well with other youth to solve a problem in your city .793 -.457 .395 .417 
Understand the important political issues in our society .771 -.431 .545 .419 
Know how city rules and policies are made .764 -.404 .475 .346 
Can get a decision maker to see your point of view .723 -.438 .422  
Often a leader in groups .692 -.504 .366  
Spoke to decision makers .499 -.873 .376  
Made a presentation to a group .386 -.837 .397  
Led young people on an issue .471 -.829 .336  
Interviewed decision maker .504 -.818   
Spoke to youth about issues to improve foster care .416 -.799 .316  
Spoke to youth about issues to improve in city or state .452 -.693 .394  
You want to have as much say in making foster care policy decisions .504 -.401 .870 .349 
If issues come up that affect youth in foster care, you all do something about it .421 -.380 .849 .357 
If issues come up that affect youth in your city or state, you all do something about it .443 -.324 .838 .490 
You want to have as much say as possible in decisions in your city .497 -.387 .792 .396 
Youth should work to improve their city .459 -.318 .786 .419 
It's important for youth to try to improve foster care .428 -.309 .765 .364 
Youth have a say in what happens in this city or state .334  .320 .798 
Youth in foster care get to help plan special activities and events .394  .417 .761 
There are plenty of ways for young people to have a say in city or state gov .371  .486 .748 
There are plenty of ways for youth to have a say in foster care .378  .345 .724 
In your city, youth in foster care can make changes in the foster care system .470  .441 .723 
There is a YAC in your city that really gets things done    .670 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
There was a strong negative correlation between Component 1 and 2 (r = -.520), a strong 
and negative correlation between Component 2 and Component 3 (r = -.397), a strong and 
positive correlation between Component 3 and Component 1 (r = .521), a moderately strong and 
positive correlation between Component 4 and Component 1 (r =.443), a weak and negative 
correlation between Component 2 and Component 4 (r = -.258), and a strong and positive 
correlation between Component 3 and 4 (r =.444), thus supporting the need to report results of 
the Oblimin rotation. These results suggest that all four components are subscales of an overall 
concept, as claimed by the scale authors (Ozer and Schotland, 2011).  
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Component Correlation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 -.520 .521 .443 
2 -.520 1.000 -.397 -.258 
3 .521 -.397 1.000 .444 
4 .443 -.258 .444 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
The output from the Communalities table does not support removing any of the items that 
make up the Participatory Behavior subscale. The Communalities table certainly does not 
provide any information to justify removing the two items that appear to be measuring a similar 
concept as those corresponding items on the Youth Involvement in Programmatic Decision-
making  Scale, namely: “I have led a group of young people working on an issue that we care 
about” and “I have spoken to important decision-makers about issues that I care about.” All 
communality values for the Participatory Behavior subscale are .5 or above. A value less than .3 
could indicate that the item does not fit well with the other items in its component. The 














1 2 3 4 
Know how to gather useful info to solve a 
problem with foster care 
.788    
Know how to gather data to solve a 
problem in foster care 
.780  -.351  
Understand the important political issues in 
our society 
.756    
Know how to gather data to solve problem 
in city 
.730    
Can work well with other youth to solve a 
problem in your city 
.720    
Know how foster care policies and rules 
are made 
.715  -.362  
You want to have as much say in making 
foster care policy decisions 
.710  .398  
Know how city rules and policies are made .704    
You want to have as much say as possible 
in decisions in your city 
.686  .307  
If issues come up that affect youth in your 
city or state, you all do something about it 
.682 .349 .332  
If issues come up that affect youth in foster 
care, you all do something about it 
.658  .440  
Youth should work to improve their city .653    
Can get a decision maker to see your point 
of view 
.651    
Spoke to decision makers .643 -.424  .345 
Often a leader in groups .632    
It's important for youth to try to improve 
foster care 
.616  .312  
In your city, youth in foster care can make 
changes in the foster care system 
.600 .351   
Interviewed decision maker .595 -.463  .306 
There are plenty of ways for young people 
to have a say in city or state gov 
.577 .421   
Made a presentation to a group .573 -.372 .354 .325 
Spoke to youth about issues to improve in 
city or state 
.565 -.367   
Youth in foster care get to help plan 
special activities and events 
.554 .429   
Spoke to youth about issues to improve 
foster care 
.544 -.465  .317 
Youth have a say in what happens in this 
city or state 
.522 .373  .461 
There are plenty of ways for youth to have 
a say in foster care 
.509 .389   
There is a YAC in your city that really gets 
things done 
.434 .345  .341 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 













 Initial Extraction 
Led young people on an issue 1.000 .694 
Made a presentation to a group 1.000 .715 
Spoke to decision makers 1.000 .768 
Interviewed decision maker 1.000 .683 
Spoke to youth about issues to improve foster care 1.000 .640 
Spoke to youth about issues to improve in city or state 1.000 .505 
Can get a decision maker to see your point of view 1.000 .538 
Know how to gather useful info to solve a problem with foster care 1.000 .796 
Can work well with other youth to solve a problem in your city 1.000 .639 
Know how to gather data to solve a problem in foster care 1.000 .770 
Know how to gather data to solve problem in city 1.000 .668 
Know how foster care policies and rules are made 1.000 .666 
Understand the important political issues in our society 1.000 .625 
Often a leader in groups 1.000 .512 
Know how city rules and policies are made 1.000 .592 
It's important for youth to try to improve foster care 1.000 .587 
Youth should work to improve their city 1.000 .626 
You want to have as much say in making foster care policy decisions 1.000 .766 
You want to have as much say as possible in decisions in your city 1.000 .639 
If issues come up that affect youth in foster care, you all do something about it 1.000 .725 
If issues come up that affect youth in your city or state, you all do something about it 1.000 .721 
There is a YAC in your city that really gets things done 1.000 .450 
In your city, youth in foster care can make changes in the foster care system 1.000 .557 
There are plenty of ways for youth to have a say in foster care 1.000 .530 
Youth have a say in what happens in this city or state 1.000 .653 
Youth in foster care get to help plan special activities and events 1.000 .590 
There are plenty of ways for young people to have a say in city or state gov 1.000 .590 











Youth Involvement in Programmatic Decision-making  Scale 
 
The eight items of the Youth Involvement in Programmatic Decision-Making Scale were 
subjected to principal components analysis (PCA). Prior to performing PCA, the suitability of 
the data for factor analysis was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix below indicated 
that the data was suitable for exploratory factor analysis as all correlations were above .3. The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .908, exceeding the 
recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Bartlett 1954) was 
significant (p <.001), supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix.  These results are 

























Plan activities 1.000 .582 .573 .642 .471 .468 .523 .436 
Lead activity .582 1.000 .615 .574 .389 .384 .482 .421 
Help program .573 .615 1.000 .583 .473 .455 .485 .473 
Make program 
rules or decisions 
.642 .574 .583 1.000 .504 .492 .620 .498 
Choose program 
activities 
.471 .389 .473 .504 1.000 .577 .541 .396 
Suggest your own 
ideas 
.468 .384 .455 .492 .577 1.000 .626 .465 
Your ideas got 
used 
.523 .482 .485 .620 .541 .626 1.000 .441 
Evaluated the 
program 
.436 .421 .473 .498 .396 .465 .441 1.000 
 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .908 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 







PCA revealed the presence of only one component, which is in line with the way the 
researcher theorized the construct. Only one component with Initial Eigen values > 1 explained 
57% of the variance. An inspection of the scree plot confirms this too. There is a clear change 




The Component Matrix only extracted one 
component with all of the items loading quite strongly 
on this one component (.674 to .821). Because only one 
component was extracted, the one factor solution could 
not be rotated. Therefore, SPSS did not produce a 
Rotated Component Matrix, nor did it produce a Pattern 




Make program rules or decisions .821 
Your ideas got used .786 
Plan activities .783 
Help program .774 
Lead activity .738 
Suggest your own ideas .737 
Choose program activities .717 
Evaluated the program .674 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 




 Initial Extraction 
Plan activities 1.000 .613 
Lead activity 1.000 .545 
Help program 1.000 .599 
Make program rules or decisions 1.000 .675 
Choose program activities 1.000 .514 
Suggest your own ideas 1.000 .544 
Your ideas got used 1.000 .617 
Evaluated the program 1.000 .455 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 4.561 57.009 57.009 4.561 57.009 57.009 
2 .829 10.362 67.371    
3 .621 7.757 75.128    
4 .496 6.202 81.330    
5 .443 5.533 86.862    
6 .389 4.861 91.723    
7 .366 4.579 96.302    
8 .296 3.698 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
Factor analysis of youth involvement in programmatic decision-making  with one 
factor solution: Because PCA revealed the presence of only one component, and inspection of 
the scree plot confirmed this, the researcher decided to retain only one component for further 
investigation.  She re-ran the analysis forcing a one factor solution and received indistinguishable 



































Plan activities 1.000 .582 .573 .642 .471 .468 .523 .436 
Lead activity .582 1.000 .615 .574 .389 .384 .482 .421 
Help program .573 .615 1.000 .583 .473 .455 .485 .473 
Make program 
rules or decisions 
.642 .574 .583 1.000 .504 .492 .620 .498 
Choose program 
activities 
.471 .389 .473 .504 1.000 .577 .541 .396 
Suggest your own 
ideas 
.468 .384 .455 .492 .577 1.000 .626 .465 
Your ideas got 
used 
.523 .482 .485 .620 .541 .626 1.000 .441 
Evaluated the 
program 
.436 .421 .473 .498 .396 .465 .441 1.000 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .908 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 







Plan activities 1.000 .613 
Lead activity 1.000 .545 
Help program 1.000 .599 
Make program rules or decisions 1.000 .675 
Choose program activities 1.000 .514 
Suggest your own ideas 1.000 .544 
Your ideas got used 1.000 .617 
Evaluated the program 1.000 .455 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 4.561 57.009 57.009 4.561 57.009 57.009 
2 .829 10.362 67.371    
3 .621 7.757 75.128    
4 .496 6.202 81.330    
5 .443 5.533 86.862    
6 .389 4.861 91.723    
7 .366 4.579 96.302    
8 .296 3.698 100.000    
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Appendix M: Reliability Analyses 
The Participatory Behavior subscale is reliable with a Chronbach‟s alpha = .90. None of 
the items in the Corrected Item-Total Correlation suggest removing an item. This column 
indicates the degree to which each item correlates with the total score. The lowest correlation for 
an item with the total Participatory Behavior Score is .616 for "I have spoken to youth about 
issues to improve in their city or state." None of the items would improve the Chronbach's Alpha 
is removed. The mean inter-item correlation is .59, with values ranging from .45 to .70. This 
suggests quite a strong relationship among the items.  
The nine items of the Socio-Political Skills subscale of the psychological empowerment 
instrument is reliable with a Chronbach‟s alpha = .927. None of the items in the Corrected Item-
Total Correlation suggest removing an item. The lowest correlation for an item with the total 
Socio-Political Skills score is .628 for “I am often a leader in groups.”  None of the items would 
improve the Chronbach‟s Alpha is removed. The mean inter-item correlation is .59 ranging from 
.44 to .84. This suggests  a strong relationship among the items.  
The six items of the Motivation to Influence subscale of the psychological empowerment 
instrument is reliable with a Chronbach‟s alpha = .90. None of the items in the Corrected Item-
Total Correlation suggest removing an item. The lowest correlation for an item with the total 
Motivation to Influence score  is .644 for “It‟s important for youth to try to improve foster care 
even if they can‟t always make the changes they want.”  None of the items would improve the 
Chronbach‟s Alpha is removed. The mean inter-item correlation is .60 ranging from .44 to .80. 
This suggests a strong relationship among the items.  
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The six items of the Perceived Control subscale of the psychological empowerment 
instrument is reliable with a Chronbach‟s alpha = .84. None of the items in the Corrected Item-
Total Correlation suggest removing an item. The lowest correlation for an item with the total 
Perceived Control score is .519 for: “There is a YAC in my city that really gets things done.” 
None of the items would improve the Chronbach‟s Alpha is removed. The mean inter-item 
correlation is .46 ranging from .30 to .60. This suggests a moderately strong relationship among 
the items.  
Chronbach‟s alpha for the eight items of the Youth Involvement in Programmatic 
Decision-making  was .891. Deleting the item that had the lowest correlation with the other 

















Appendix N: Exploring the Data 
Histogram of the entire sample for the Variable Years in Foster Care.  
 





The variable “number of years in foster care” appears to be positively skewed for the 












Std. Deviation 4.84482 
Variance 23.472 
Skewness .671 
Std. Error of Skewness .175 
Kurtosis -.519 






There is no footnote indicating that 
multiple modes exist. The median of (6) 
does not appear to be very far from the mean 
(x̄  = 6.93), but the mode of (3) is very far 
from both. The standard deviations are also 
quite large. The mean may not represent the 











Years in foster care   
0 Did not 








Std. Deviation 5.01992 
Variance 25.200 
Skewness .630 
















Std. Deviation 4.69892 
Variance 22.080 
Skewness .734 









The equation below shows the degree of skewness for the whole sample in a standardized way.  
 
          
   
          
    =   .671 – 0 /.086 = 7.80 
 
 
The following equations show the degree of skewness for each group.  
 
 
              
   
              
    =   .630 – 0 /.250 = 2.52 
 
 
             
   
             




The standardized score for the skewness of this variable for the whole sample is 
significant at the p<.001 level (Field, 2005). The skewness of this variable for the NYEP group is 
2.52 standard deviations above 0 indicating a positive skew that is significant at the p<.05 level. 
The skewness of this variable for the YEP group is 3.02 standard deviations above the mean 
making it significant at the p <.01 level.  
          
   
          





              
   
              
   = -.679-0/.495 = 1.37 
             
   
             
   = -.306-0/.481 = 
- 
.64 
Because the Z-score for kurtosis is not greater than 1.96 (2.58 for small samples) for the 
entire sample or either group, kurtosis is probably not a problem with this variable (Field, 2005). 
Although the negative values suggest that the distribution is a little flat.  
 






From the above boxplot, one can see that the data are positively skewed because the top 
quartile is longer than the bottom quartile. The median is not in the middle of the interquartile 
range. There are no outliers.  
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Because of the skewness, I took the log base 10 of the variable to transform it to a more 
normal distribution. I then re-ran the diagnostics, which are presented below.  The results below 
indicate that the variable appears to be more normally distributed now.  
 
Statistics 







Std. Deviation .29882 
Variance .089 
Skewness -.388 
Std. Error of Skewness .175 
Kurtosis -.605 




Taking the log brought the mean 
and median closer together and of course, 
did nothing for the mode. Standard 
deviations are tighter. Skewness for the 
whole sample formerly was 7.8 and now is 
2.21. This is less than the z = 2.58 cutoff recommended by Field for small samples (Field, 2005, 
p. 72).  
              
   
              
    =   
- 





             
   
             
    = 
-




          
   
          
    =   
-
 .388– 0 /.175 = 2.21 
 
Statistics 
Log of Time in Care   








Std. Deviation .31710 
Variance .101 
Skewness -.359 
Std. Error of Skewness .250 
Kurtosis -.774 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .495 
Range 1.27 







Std. Deviation .28153 
Variance .079 
Skewness -.393 
Std. Error of Skewness .243 
Kurtosis -.428 





Kurtosis was not a problem before the data was transformed and is not a problem after 
transformation (                  ;                     ;               ).  
 
 







 Exploring the variable „Number of Placements‟ 








Histogram of the variable „Number of Placements‟ split into YEP Membership 
 
Clearly, this variable is positively skewed for the entire sample. The problem appears to 
be occurring in the NYEP group only though. The data below seem to confirm this.  
 
 Statistics 







Std. Deviation 13.769 
Variance 189.580 
Skewness 4.186 
Std. Error of Skewness .178 
Kurtosis 22.538 











For the entire sample the mean 
 (x̄ =9.53) is much higher than the median 
of (5), almost double in fact. The mode is 
much lower than the mean and median. The 
standard deviation is very large. The YEP  
group has multiple modes, and all of the 
same problems with the mean and median 
as the entire sample. While the NYEP group 
does not have multiple modes, the distance 
between the mean (x̄ =10.38) and median of 
(4) is even greater than for the YEP and the 
whole sample. The standard deviation is 
much larger in this group (sd = 17.78) than for the YEP group
(sd=8.47). Kurtosis is also a huge problem for the sample as whole on this variable (z = 63.49)
and the NYEP group (z = 31.27).  Kurtosis might not be a problem for the YEP group (z = 2.35), 










Number or placements   







Std. Deviation 17.779 
Variance 316.080 
Skewness 3.815 
Std. Error of Skewness .254 
Kurtosis 15.730 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .503 
Range 99 







Std. Deviation 8.471 
Variance 71.753 
Skewness 1.391 
Std. Error of Skewness .246 
Kurtosis 1.145 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .488 
Range 34 




Boxplot of the variable “Number of Placements” 
 
 
From this boxplot, it is easy to see that there are many outliers and the data for this 
variable are skewed. While there are outliers in both groups, the boxplots below indicate that 





The data were then transformed by taking the log.  


















Std. Deviation .45907 
Variance .211 
Skewness .301 
Std. Error of Skewness .178 
Kurtosis -.396 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .355 
Range 2.00 
 
The z-score for the skewness of the whole 
sample is 1.69. The z-score for the skewness 
of the NYEP group is 2.29 and the z-score 
for the skewness of the YEP group is -.069. 
The skewness of the whole sample and the 
YEP group is not a problem. The skewness 
for the NYEP group might be a problem. It‟s 
statistically significant at the p<.05 level for 
normal samples but doesn‟t quite reach 
statistical significance for the cutoff of z =2.58 recommended by Field (2005, p. 72).  
Multiple modes still exist in the YEP group. The boxplots below show that while the log 
transformation eliminated the outliers, the data are still skewed for the NYEP group. Kurtosis is 
also still a problem for the whole sample (z = 
- 
11.15). The Kurtosis problem might be coming 
from the YEP group (z = 
-






Log of Number of Placements   








Std. Deviation .48035 
Variance .231 
Skewness .582 















Std. Deviation .44023 
Variance .194 
Skewness -.017 
















According to Field (2005, p. 79), one of the ways to correct problems in the data with 
outliers is to change the score if the transformation fails. One of the ways he recommends doing 
so is by changing the problematic score to the mean plus two standard deviations  
X= (2 x s) + x̄  = (2 x .48035) + .7079 = 1.6686 
This new score of 1.67 (or about 45 placements) replaced the old scores for three of the most 
extreme outliers (# 78, 51, 93). The researcher felt comfortable doing this because she was pretty 
sure those respondents lied. Those three respondents did not want to answer the question and 
when probed just said “I don‟t know, a lot” or “I don‟t know, too many” or “I don‟t remember, 
but it was a lot.” When the researcher asked if they could give a rough idea the youth just 
shrugged. Finally, when the researcher offered a range of “1-100”, they picked 100. All of these 
respondents were in the NYEP group. The data were then re-run.  Changing the score to 
something more reasonable appears to have solved the problem and still satisfies the answer of 







Log of Number of Placements   








Std. Deviation .45637 
Variance .208 
Skewness .340 
Std. Error of Skewness .254 
Kurtosis -.546 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .503 
Range 1.70 







Std. Deviation .44023 
Variance .194 
Skewness -.017 
Std. Error of Skewness .246 
Kurtosis -.938 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .488 
Range 1.54 
















With the extreme scores changed, the 
new z-score for skewness is z = 1.33 
for the NYEP group, no longer 
reaching significance. This made the 
kurtosis worse, but not by much  
(z= 
-
1.09) and not enough to be a 
significant problem. Of course, 
changing the scores in the NYEP group 
did not affect the skewness or kurtosis 
of the YEP group.  
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This variable looks like it has two outliers, one where the respondent indicated that s/he 
entered the selected program at age 5 and the other where the respondent claimed to have entered 
the program at age 6.5 years.  From the above histogram, it looks like kurtosis and skewness 
might be a problem. The histograms below display this variable by YEP membership (NYEP 
group vs. YEP group). As one can see below, the outlier occurs in the NYEP group. This makes 





The z-score for the skewness of the NYEP group is
 -
7.21. This is significant at the p <.001 level, 
even for small samples. The z-score for the kurtosis of this group is 11.23, which is significant at the 
p<.001 level. The data for the NYEP group are negatively skewed and Leptokurtic. This histogram 
corroborates this. The z-score for the skewness of the YEP group is 1.07. This is not statistically 
significant. The z-score of the kurtosis for age entered program variable for the YEP group is only 
-
.48. 








Descriptive Statistics for Age Entered Program 








Std. Deviation 2.79091 
Variance 7.789 
Skewness -1.861 
Std. Error of Skewness .258 
Kurtosis 5.737 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .511 
Range 16.75 







Std. Deviation 2.27725 
Variance 5.186 
Skewness .266 
Std. Error of Skewness .247 
Kurtosis -.233 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .490 
Range 11.92 
 
As can be seen in the boxplots below, the NYEP group on the left has several low lying 
outliers that fall below the bottom quartile. The median appears to summarize the data within the 
interquartile range (IQR) well. In the YEP group on the right, while there are no outliers, the 






Because the distribution was negatively skewed and leptokurtic, the researcher used the 
“reflect and logarithm formula (new variable = LG10(K-old variable) where K = largest possible 
value +1)” recommended by Pallant (2013, p. 97).  In this case K=25.92. The resulting output is 
below.  




From the histogram, the data still appear to be negatively skewed and leptokurtic.  The 







Transforming the data did not solve the problem. In fact, the 
skewness is now worse as the z-score for the skewness is now -
7.52 which is still significant at the p < .001 level. The 
transformation did improve the kurtosis however as the z-score 
for the kurtosis is now only 4.40, however this too is still 
significant at the p <.001 level. The researcher will need to follow 
the advice of Field (2005) and change the score. This researcher chose to replace the outlying 
scores with the mean plus two standard deviations.  
X= (2 x s) + x̄  = (2 x .15909) + .8733 = 1.19148 ≈ 1.19 
This seemed to have solved the problem, although the researcher did not feel comfortable 
doing this as she felt that these answers were honest answers. The z-score for the skewness is 





Log of the Reverse of Age Entered 







Std. Deviation .15909 
Variance .025 
Skewness -1.354 
Std. Error of Skewness .180 
Kurtosis 5.813 















Even though there are outliers both above the top quartile and below the bottom quartile, 
the distribution appears more symmetrical. The skewness seems to have disappeared in the 
NYEP group, although the distribution of the group still appears leptokurtic.  
Statistics 
Log of the Reverse of Age Entered 







Std. Deviation .13528 
Variance .018 
Skewness -.265 
Std. Error of Skewness .180 
Kurtosis .147 








Exploration of the Variable Number of YEPs 
 




 This variable looks leptokurtic and positively skewed.  Even more problematic is that 
there is no variation in the NYEP group (this makes sense because there should not be anyone 





The descriptive statistics corroborate what the histogram 
above shows. The z-score for the skewness of the variable 
Number of YEPs is 11.81. This is significant at the p<.001 level. 
Similarly, the distribution of this variable suffers from kurtosis as 
the z-score for kurtosis is 23.70. The table below suggests that it 
might be best to treat this variable like a categorical variable.  
Another  problem is the lack of variation in the NYEP group. Since this variable was used to 
create group membership, it is actually a duplication of group membership for the NYEP group. 
It may be best to just leave this variable out of the model.  
Total Number of YEPs 





0 94 48.7 48.7 48.7 
1 76 39.4 39.4 88.1 
2 18 9.3 9.3 97.4 
3 3 1.6 1.6 99.0 
4 1 .5 .5 99.5 
6 1 .5 .5 100.0 
Total 193 100.0 100.0  
 












Std. Deviation .848 
Variance .719 
Skewness 2.066 
Std. Error of Skewness .175 
Kurtosis 8.237 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .348 
Range 6 
The boxplot for the 
variable Total Number of 
YEPs shows an 
asymmetrical distribution 
with the median at the top 
of the IQR, 
indistinguishable from the 
bottom of the 4
th
 quartile. 




quartile. Instead, almost 
50% of the data are located 
at the bottom value of “0 
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Formal Tests of Normality 
 
Tests of Normality 
 YEP Membership Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Log of Time in Care 
0 Did not participate in a 
YEP 
.114 85 .008 .953 85 .004 
1 Participated in a YEP .075 92 .200* .974 92 .059 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
0 Did not participate in a 
YEP 
.097 85 .047 .958 85 .008 
1 Participated in a YEP .090 92 .064 .958 92 .004 
Log of the Reverse of Age 
Entered Program 
0 Did not participate in a 
YEP 
.151 85 .000 .959 85 .009 
1 Participated in a YEP .157 92 .000 .960 92 .006 
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
 
 For the NYEP group, the transformed variable Time in Care, which represents the 
number of years respondents spent in foster care, is still not normally distributed D(85) = .11, 
(p<.05). The variable is non-significant in the YEP group, D(92) = .08, p >.05,  indicating that 
the Time in Care is normally distributed in this group. Additionally, the transformed variable 
Number of Placements is also still not normally distributed in the NYEP group, D(85) = .10, 
p<.05, but appears to be normally distributed in the YEP group D(92) =.09, p. >.05 The 
transformed variable of Age Entered Program is still not normally distributed in either group 
[NYEP: D(85) = .15, p<.001; YEP: D(92) = .16, p <.001].  The transformations did not work. 
The Q-Q plots below also demonstrate deviation from normal, confirming the results of the K-S 
test. This researcher will not be able to use parametric tests. Fortunately, this researcher is not 
conducting bi-variate comparisons and will do multiple regression which does not require 




























Homogeneity of Variance 
 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variance 
 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
Years in foster care 
Based on Mean 1.990 1 175 .160 
Based on Median 1.792 1 175 .182 
Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 
1.792 1 174.962 .182 
Based on trimmed mean 1.977 1 175 .161 
Number or 
placements 
Based on Mean 3.565 1 175 .061 
Based on Median .993 1 175 .320 
Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 
.993 1 112.958 .321 
Based on trimmed mean 1.271 1 175 .261 
Age entered program 
Based on Mean .153 1 175 .696 
Based on Median .211 1 175 .647 
Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 
.211 1 153.204 .647 
Based on trimmed mean .280 1 175 .597 
 
For all three variables, the variances are equal for both the raw and transformed data 
[Time in Care: Fraw(df1,df2) = 1.99, ns; Flog(df1, df2) = 3.57; Number of placements: Fraw(df1, 
df2) = 3.565, ns; Flog(df1, df2) = .148, ns; Age entered  program: Fraw (df1, df2) = .153, ns; 
Flog(df1, df2) = 1.28, ns]. The assumption of homogeneity of variance has not been violated.  
This is good because multiple regressions do require homoscedasticity (Field, 2005, p. 170).  
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variance 
 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
Years in foster care 
Based on Mean 3.597 1 175 .060 
Based on Median 2.653 1 175 .105 
Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 
2.653 1 153.249 .105 
Based on trimmed mean 2.835 1 175 .094 
Number or 
placements 
Based on Mean .148 1 175 .701 
Based on Median .104 1 175 .748 
Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 
.104 1 163.686 .748 
Based on trimmed mean .115 1 175 .735 
Age entered program 
Based on Mean 1.278 1 175 .260 
Based on Median .406 1 175 .525 
Based on Median and with 
adjusted df 
.406 1 112.913 .525 
Based on trimmed mean .472 1 175 .493 
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Appendix O: Results of the Multiple Regressions 
 
 





Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Mean Score for Perceived 
Control 
2.9413 193 
YEP Membership .51 193 
Log of the Reverse of Age 
Entered Program 
.8706 193 
Male .40 193 
White Only .27 193 
Log of Time in Care .8066 193 
Log of Number of Placements .7202 193 






The Correlations Table below shows that the independent variable (YEP membership) 
doesn‟t correlate very highly with the dependent variable (perceived control) (r=.184, p =.005) 
although it is significant and is the highest correlation out of all of the variables. None of the 
































Mean Score for 
Perceived Control 
1.000 .184 .015 -.005 -.089 .102 .050 .009 
YEP Membership .184 1.000 -.257 .084 -.011 .050 .048 .255 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
.015 -.257 1.000 .075 .121 -.110 -.081 -.210 
Male -.005 .084 .075 1.000 -.018 .100 .019 -.094 
White Only -.089 -.011 .121 -.018 1.000 -.113 .073 .239 
Log of Time in Care .102 .050 -.110 .100 -.113 1.000 .549 -.003 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.050 .048 -.081 .019 .073 .549 1.000 .174 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.009 .255 -.210 -.094 .239 -.003 .174 1.000 
Sig. (1-
tailed) 
Mean Score for 
Perceived Control 
 
.005 .430 .475 .111 .082 .252 .451 
YEP Membership .005  .001 .122 .439 .246 .254 .000 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
.430 .001 
 
.153 .048 .070 .144 .002 
Male .475 .122 .153  .400 .085 .399 .096 
White Only .111 .439 .048 .400  .060 .156 .000 
Log of Time in Care .082 .246 .070 .085 .060  .000 .486 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.252 .254 .144 .399 .156 .000 
 
.008 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.451 .000 .002 .096 .000 .486 .008 
 
N 
Mean Score for 
Perceived Control 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
YEP Membership 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Male 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
White Only 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Time in Care 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 





































 .052 .013 .55331 .052 1.320 7 167 .244 .105 
1 1 .249
a
 .062 .027 .56983 .062 1.750 7 185 .100 .235 
2 1 .226
a
 .051 .015 .57249 .051 1.420 7 185 .200 .190 
3 1 .249
a
 .062 .026 .57048 .062 1.745 7 185 .101 .209 
4 1 .232
a
 .054 .018 .57231 .054 1.506 7 185 .167 .217 
5 1 .252
a
 .064 .028 .57112 .064 1.797 7 185 .090 .248 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Log of Number of Placements, Male, White Only, YEP Membership, Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program, Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care 
b. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Perceived Control 
The R
2
 = .057 for the pooled data was calculated by taking the average of the Rs for 
imputation 0-5 (R=.2395) and squaring it.  None of the F statistics for the ANOVA table below 
reach significance at the standard (p<.05) or the strict Bonferroni level (p<.0125). Therefore the 
calculated R
2















2.828 7 .404 1.320 .244b 
Residual 51.128 167 .306   




3.977 7 .568 1.750 .100b 
Residual 60.072 185 .325   




3.257 7 .465 1.420 .200b 
Residual 60.633 185 .328   




3.976 7 .568 1.745 .101b 
Residual 60.208 185 .325   




3.454 7 .493 1.506 .167b 
Residual 60.594 185 .328   




4.103 7 .586 1.797 .090b 
Residual 60.342 185 .326   
Total 64.446 192    
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Perceived Control 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Log of Number of Placements, Male, White Only, YEP 
Membership, Log of the Reverse of Age Entered Program, Program is located in 











Imputation Number:   Pooled   
Model Unstandardize
d Coefficients 
t Sig. 95.0% 
Confidence 


































   








.064 .412 .184 .195 
.19
3 
.013 .013 .997 









-.314 .972 .015 .087 
.08
5 
.271 .332 .949 
Male -.048 .086 -.556 
.57
8 




.006 .006 .999 










.036 .037 .993 







-.160 .521 .102 .078 
.07
6 




.005 .117 .042 
.96
6 
-.225 .235 .050 .003 
.00
3 





-.018 .167 -.106 
.91
6 




.015 .015 .997 
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Perceived Control 
 
YEP membership (B = .245, p <.01) makes the strongest unique contribution to explaining the 
dependent variable, when the variance explained by all other variables in the model are controlled for. 
This variable is also statistically significant and is the only statistically significant variable in the model. 
No other variables are making a significant unique contribution to the prediction of perceived control. 
YEP membership explains 4% of the variance in the mean score of Perceived Control (Part Correlation = 
.198; .198
2
 = .04). This researcher is using B values instead of beta values because she wants to construct 










Imputation Number:   5   

























1 5.164 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .00 .01 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .50 .00 .00 
3 .658 2.802 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .15 .00 .00 
4 .504 3.201 .00 .00 .00 .86 .02 .04 .01 .03 
5 .388 3.649 .00 .75 .00 .05 .09 .20 .01 .05 
6 .192 5.186 .02 .06 .04 .02 .04 .08 .00 .49 
7 .063 9.018 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .00 .90 .42 
8 .013 20.022 .97 .07 .90 .00 .01 .03 .08 .00 
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Perceived Control 
 
 
There does not appear to be a problem with multi-collinearity. The variance proportions 
are distributed across different dimensions for each predictor. For the variable Pinellas County, 
50% of the variance loads onto dimension 2, ethnicity has 70% of its variance loading onto 
dimension 3, gender has 84% of its variance loading onto dimension 4, YEP membership has 
72% of its variance loading onto dimension 5, 52% of the variance in number of placements 
loads onto dimension 6, 97% of the variance of time in foster care loads onto dimension 7, and 








Imputation Number Case Number Std. Residual Mean Score for 
Perceived Control 
Predicted Value Residual 
0 Original data 
3 -3.007 1.17 2.8303 -1.66361 
5 -2.690 1.33 2.8217 -1.48833 
6 -2.303 1.50 2.7742 -1.27415 
7 -2.618 1.67 3.1155 -1.44879 
8 -2.037 1.67 2.7938 -1.12716 
179 2.118 4.00 2.8280 1.17197 
180 2.000 4.00 2.8932 1.10676 
188 2.012 4.00 2.8869 1.11305 
191 2.013 4.00 2.8862 1.11382 
1 
196 -2.860 1.17 2.7962 -1.62953 
197 -2.640 1.33 2.8375 -1.50412 
198 -2.500 1.33 2.7581 -1.42478 
199 -2.219 1.50 2.7642 -1.26421 
200 -2.585 1.67 3.1399 -1.47324 
372 2.164 4.00 2.7671 1.23293 
373 2.050 4.00 2.8319 1.16809 
384 2.016 4.00 2.8510 1.14895 
2 
389 -2.847 1.17 2.7965 -1.62980 
390 -2.579 1.33 2.8098 -1.47642 
391 -2.557 1.33 2.7974 -1.46403 
392 -2.212 1.50 2.7665 -1.26647 
393 -2.532 1.67 3.1163 -1.44965 
562 2.088 4.00 2.8046 1.19544 
563 2.184 4.00 2.7499 1.25014 
565 2.130 4.00 2.7806 1.21940 
566 2.004 4.00 2.8529 1.14715 
3 
580 -2.169 1.67 2.9040 -1.23730 
582 -2.814 1.17 2.7721 -1.60540 
583 -2.346 1.33 2.6719 -1.33853 
584 -2.517 1.33 2.7691 -1.43572 
585 -2.157 1.50 2.7305 -1.23052 
586 -2.551 1.67 3.1222 -1.45552 
587 -2.005 1.67 2.8103 -1.14360 
755 2.055 4.00 2.8275 1.17254 
758 2.204 4.00 2.7426 1.25736 
759 2.033 4.00 2.8404 1.15964 
4 
775 -2.908 1.17 2.8312 -1.66450 
776 -2.562 1.33 2.7997 -1.46639 
777 -2.570 1.33 2.8041 -1.47080 
778 -2.222 1.50 2.7715 -1.27148 
779 -2.536 1.67 3.1182 -1.45151 
948 2.105 4.00 2.7955 1.20452 
951 2.003 4.00 2.8538 1.14624 
963 2.061 4.00 2.8207 1.17928 
5 
966 -2.130 1.67 2.8831 -1.21648 
968 -2.843 1.17 2.7905 -1.62380 
969 -2.253 1.33 2.6202 -1.28691 
970 -2.501 1.33 2.7619 -1.42859 
971 -2.266 1.50 2.7941 -1.29412 
972 -2.591 1.67 3.1462 -1.47952 
1142 2.332 4.00 2.6684 1.33164 
1144 2.211 4.00 2.7370 1.26297 
1145 2.073 4.00 2.8162 1.18383 










Imputation Number Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
0 Original data 
Predicted Value 2.6155 3.2077 2.9457 .12749 175 
Std. Predicted Value -2.590 2.055 .000 1.000 175 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.074 .261 .115 .027 175 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.6007 3.2345 2.9453 .13024 175 
Residual -1.66361 1.17197 .00000 .54207 175 
Std. Residual -3.007 2.118 .000 .980 175 
Stud. Residual -3.055 2.175 .000 1.000 175 
Deleted Residual -1.71736 1.23557 .00037 .56537 175 
Stud. Deleted Residual -3.134 2.200 .000 1.007 175 
Mahal. Distance 2.160 37.768 6.960 4.199 175 
Cook's Distance .000 .042 .005 .008 175 
Centered Leverage Value .012 .217 .040 .024 175 
1 
Predicted Value 2.5965 3.2581 2.9421 .14392 193 
Std. Predicted Value -2.402 2.195 .000 1.000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.072 .255 .113 .027 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.5822 3.2834 2.9419 .14641 193 
Residual -1.62953 1.23293 .00000 .55935 193 
Std. Residual -2.860 2.164 .000 .982 193 
Stud. Residual -2.899 2.213 .000 1.000 193 
Deleted Residual -1.67453 1.28969 .00028 .58078 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -2.959 2.237 .000 1.006 193 
Mahal. Distance 2.113 37.355 6.964 4.253 193 
Cook's Distance .000 .032 .005 .007 193 
Centered Leverage Value .011 .195 .036 .022 193 
2 
Predicted Value 2.6380 3.2068 2.9413 .13025 193 
Std. Predicted Value -2.329 2.038 .000 1.000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.073 .262 .113 .027 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.6262 3.2356 2.9408 .13299 193 
Residual -1.62980 1.25014 .00000 .56196 193 
Std. Residual -2.847 2.184 .000 .982 193 
Stud. Residual -2.886 2.226 .000 1.000 193 
Deleted Residual -1.67521 1.29956 .00045 .58362 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -2.946 2.251 .000 1.006 193 
Mahal. Distance 2.111 39.291 6.964 4.337 193 
Cook's Distance .000 .033 .005 .007 193 
Centered Leverage Value .011 .205 .036 .023 193 
3 
Predicted Value 2.5994 3.2673 2.9396 .14390 193 
Std. Predicted Value -2.363 2.278 .000 1.000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.072 .250 .113 .027 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.5854 3.2794 2.9393 .14628 193 
Residual -1.60540 1.25736 .00000 .55998 193 
Std. Residual -2.814 2.204 .000 .982 193 
Stud. Residual -2.852 2.252 .000 1.001 193 
Deleted Residual -1.64899 1.31239 .00021 .58197 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -2.909 2.277 .000 1.006 193 
Mahal. Distance 2.105 35.920 6.964 4.214 193 
Cook's Distance .000 .035 .005 .007 193 
Centered Leverage Value .011 .187 .036 .022 193 
4 
Predicted Value 2.6132 3.2092 2.9421 .13412 193 
Std. Predicted Value -2.453 1.991 .000 1.000 193 
263 
 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.073 .253 .113 .027 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.5998 3.2337 2.9417 .13630 193 
Residual -1.66450 1.20452 .00000 .56178 193 
Std. Residual -2.908 2.105 .000 .982 193 
Stud. Residual -2.947 2.202 .000 1.000 193 
Deleted Residual -1.70922 1.31905 .00048 .58343 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -3.011 2.226 .000 1.006 193 
Mahal. Distance 2.125 36.450 6.964 4.226 193 
Cook's Distance .000 .058 .005 .008 193 
Centered Leverage Value .011 .190 .036 .022 193 
5 
Predicted Value 2.6162 3.2554 2.9413 .14619 193 
Std. Predicted Value -2.223 2.149 .000 1.000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.073 .251 .113 .026 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.5917 3.2814 2.9408 .14906 193 
Residual -1.62380 1.33164 .00000 .56061 193 
Std. Residual -2.843 2.332 .000 .982 193 
Stud. Residual -2.881 2.398 .000 1.001 193 
Deleted Residual -1.66675 1.40829 .00044 .58328 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -2.939 2.429 .000 1.007 193 
Mahal. Distance 2.151 36.094 6.964 4.139 193 
Cook's Distance .000 .047 .005 .008 193 
Centered Leverage Value .011 .188 .036 .022 193 
Pooled 
Predicted Value   2.9413  193 
Std. Predicted Value   .000  193 






Adjusted Predicted Value   2.9409  193 
Residual   .00000  193 
Std. Residual   .000  193 
Stud. Residual   .000  193 
Deleted Residual   .00037  193 
Stud. Deleted Residual   .000  193 
Mahal. Distance   6.964  193 
Cook's Distance   .005  193 
Centered Leverage Value   .036  193 














The above Normal Probability Plot (P-P) points lie in a somewhat reasonably straight diagonal 
line from bottom left to top right, although the points do deviate from normality. It is unclear if 





The residuals are roughly rectangularly distributed, with most of the scores concentrated 
in the center along the zero point, however there does appear to be a slight pattern where the 
residuals are higher on the negative end then they are on the positive end.  This suggests that 
there may be some violations of assumptions. Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) set the criteria for 
examining outliers from a scatterplot as cases that have a standardized residual of more than 3.3 




















































Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Mean Score for Motivation to 
Influence 
3.2610 193 
YEP Membership .51 193 
Log of the Reverse of Age Entered 
Program 
.8706 193 
Male .40 193 
White Only .27 193 
Log of Time in Care .8066 193 
Log of Number of Placements .7202 193 











Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Predicted Value 3.2610 193 
Std. Predicted Value .000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.111 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 3.2609 193 
Residual .00000 193 
Std. Residual .000 193 
Stud. Residual .000 193 
Deleted Residual .00006 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -.001 193 
Mahal. Distance 6.964 193 
Cook's Distance .005 193 
Centered Leverage Value .036 193 
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for 






































Mean Score for 
Motivation to Influence 
1.000 .250 -.035 .016 .021 -.027 .032 .066 
YEP Membership .250 1.000 -.257 .084 -.011 .050 .048 .255 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
-.035 -.257 1.000 .075 .121 -.110 -.081 -.210 
Male .016 .084 .075 1.000 -.018 .100 .019 -.094 
White Only .021 -.011 .121 -.018 1.000 -.113 .073 .239 
Log of Time in Care -.027 .050 -.110 .100 -.113 1.000 .549 -.003 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.032 .048 -.081 .019 .073 .549 1.000 .174 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.066 .255 -.210 -.094 .239 -.003 .174 1.000 
Sig. (1-
tailed) 
Mean Score for 
Motivation to Influence 
 
.000 .338 .414 .387 .357 .332 .181 
YEP Membership .000  .001 .122 .439 .246 .254 .000 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
.338 .001 
 
.153 .048 .070 .144 .002 
Male .414 .122 .153  .400 .085 .399 .096 
White Only .387 .439 .048 .400  .060 .156 .000 
Log of Time in Care .357 .246 .070 .085 .060  .000 .486 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.332 .254 .144 .399 .156 .000 
 
.008 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.181 .000 .002 .096 .000 .486 .008 
 
N 
Mean Score for 
Motivation to Influence 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
YEP Membership 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Male 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
White Only 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Time in Care 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 









Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 




0 Original data 1 .239
a
 .057 .018 .54274 1.259 
1 1 .261
a
 .068 .033 .56010 1.201 
2 1 .260
a
 .068 .032 .55864 1.189 
3 1 .261
a
 .068 .033 .55848 1.202 
4 1 .259
a
 .067 .032 .55602 1.196 
5 1 .269
a
 .072 .037 .55596 1.200 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, Log of 
the Reverse of Age Entered Program, White Only, YEP Membership, Log of Number of 
Placements 
b. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Motivation to Influence 
 
SPSS does not produce pooled Model Summary or ANOVA results. The R
2
 was 
calculated by taking the mean of the other six R
2
s (original data plus imputations 1-5/6). The 
ANOVA table below shows that none of the R
2
 reached statistical significance at the standard 
level (p<.05) or the more stringent Bonferroni cutoff of p <.0125 for multiple comparisons. This 
means that the calculated R
2







Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
0 Original data 1 
Regression 3.024 7 .432 1.467 .182
b
 
Residual 49.781 169 .295   
Total 52.806 176    
1 1 
Regression 4.228 7 .604 1.925 .068
b
 
Residual 58.037 185 .314   
Total 62.266 192    
2 1 
Regression 4.194 7 .599 1.920 .069
b
 
Residual 57.735 185 .312   
Total 61.929 192    
3 1 
Regression 4.228 7 .604 1.936 .066
b
 
Residual 57.701 185 .312   
Total 61.929 192    
4 1 
Regression 4.119 7 .588 1.903 .071
b
 
Residual 57.195 185 .309   
Total 61.314 192    
5 1 
Regression 4.465 7 .638 2.064 .050
b
 
Residual 57.182 185 .309   
Total 61.647 192    
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Motivation to Influence 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, Log of the Reverse of 








Imputation Number:   Pooled   
Model Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 95.0% 
Confidence 



















(Constant) 3.081 .315 9.788 .000 2.457 3.705    .205 .235 .961 
YEP Membership .294 .086 3.398 .001 .124 .463 .250 .244 .243 .013 .013 .997 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
.090 .313 .288 .774 -.535 .716 -.035 .025 .024 .266 .323 .950 
Male -.003 .084 -.041 .968 -.167 .161 .016 -.003 -.003 .004 .004 .999 
White Only .014 .097 .142 .887 -.176 .204 .021 .011 .010 .025 .025 .995 
Log of Time in Care -.130 .167 -.778 .437 -.456 .197 -.027 -.057 -.056 .010 .010 .998 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.075 .112 .674 .501 -.143 .294 .032 .050 .048 .005 .005 .999 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
-.017 .163 -.103 .918 -.336 .302 .066 -.008 -.007 .012 .012 .998 












































1 5.189 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.007 2.270 .00 .00 .00 .07 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .655 2.815 .00 .09 .00 .00 .70 .00 .00 .16 
4 .512 3.182 .00 .00 .00 .84 .01 .01 .03 .07 
5 .385 3.670 .00 .72 .00 .05 .09 .01 .05 .18 
6 .185 5.299 .02 .12 .02 .01 .01 .00 .52 .04 
7 .059 9.404 .02 .01 .03 .00 .04 .97 .38 .01 
8 .009 24.007 .96 .03 .95 .01 .05 .01 .01 .03 























0 Original data 
3 -3.415 1.33 3.1865 -1.85320 
13 -3.274 1.67 3.4438 -1.77708 
1 
196 -3.168 1.33 3.1079 -1.77452 
197 -3.173 1.33 3.1103 -1.77699 
206 -3.235 1.67 3.4787 -1.81205 
2 
389 -3.198 1.33 3.1200 -1.78663 
390 -3.174 1.33 3.1063 -1.77300 
399 -3.207 1.67 3.4580 -1.79129 
3 
582 -3.165 1.33 3.1010 -1.76767 
583 -3.084 1.33 3.0555 -1.72216 
592 -3.236 1.67 3.4739 -1.80725 
4 
775 -3.246 1.33 3.1383 -1.80494 
785 -3.207 1.67 3.4500 -1.78332 
5 
968 -3.176 1.33 3.0993 -1.76596 
969 -3.001 1.33 3.0018 -1.66848 
978 -3.321 1.67 3.5128 -1.84614 



















































Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Mean Score for Socio Political 
Skills 
3.0031 193 
YEP Membership .51 193 
Log of the Reverse of Age Entered 
Program 
.8706 193 
Male .40 193 
White Only .27 193 
Log of Time in Care .8066 193 
Log of Number of Placements .7202 193 





Imputation Number:   Pooled   




Log of the Reverse 







Log of Number of 
Placements 
Program is 




Mean Score for Socio 
Political Skills 
1.000 .242 -.062 .004 -.071 .157 .091 -.008 
YEP Membership .242 1.000 -.257 .084 -.011 .050 .048 .255 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
-.062 -.257 1.000 .075 .121 -.110 -.081 -.210 
Male .004 .084 .075 1.000 -.018 .100 .019 -.094 
White Only -.071 -.011 .121 -.018 1.000 -.113 .073 .239 
Log of Time in Care .157 .050 -.110 .100 -.113 1.000 .549 -.003 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.091 .048 -.081 .019 .073 .549 1.000 .174 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
-.008 .255 -.210 -.094 .239 -.003 .174 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) 
Mean Score for Socio 
Political Skills  .000 .209 .479 .165 .017 .105 .458 
YEP Membership .000  .001 .122 .439 .246 .254 .000 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
.209 .001  .153 .048 .070 .144 .002 
Male .479 .122 .153  .400 .085 .399 .096 
White Only .165 .439 .048 .400  .060 .156 .000 
Log of Time in Care .017 .246 .070 .085 .060  .000 .486 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.105 .254 .144 .399 .156 .000  .008 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.458 .000 .002 .096 .000 .486 .008  
N 
Mean Score for Socio 
Political Skills 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
YEP Membership 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Male 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
White Only 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Time in Care 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 









Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 




0 Original data 1 .273a .074 .035 .63712 1.436 
1 1 .291c .085 .050 .65421 1.582 
2 1 .304c .092 .058 .65147 1.572 
3 1 .293c .086 .051 .65383 1.577 
4 1 .290c .084 .049 .65456 1.584 
5 1 .309c .095 .061 .65030 1.570 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, White Only, YEP 
Membership, Log of the Reverse of Age Entered Program, Log of Number of Placements 
b. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Socio Political Skills 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, Log of the 








Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
0 Original data 1 
Regression 5.408 7 .773 1.903 .072b 
Residual 67.382 166 .406   
Total 72.790 173    
1 1 
Regression 7.351 7 1.050 2.454 .020c 
Residual 79.178 185 .428   
Total 86.529 192    
2 1 
Regression 7.976 7 1.139 2.685 .011c 
Residual 78.516 185 .424   
Total 86.492 192    
3 1 
Regression 7.405 7 1.058 2.474 .019c 
Residual 79.087 185 .427   
Total 86.492 192    
4 1 
Regression 7.265 7 1.038 2.422 .021c 
Residual 79.264 185 .428   
Total 86.529 192    
5 1 
Regression 8.246 7 1.178 2.786 .009c 
Residual 78.234 185 .423   
Total 86.480 192    
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Socio Political Skills 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, White Only, YEP 
Membership, Log of the Reverse of Age Entered Program, Log of Number of Placements 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, Log of the Reverse 










Imputation Number:   Pooled   
Model Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 95.0% 
Confidence 



















(Constant) 2.565 .348 7.360 .000 1.880 3.249    .099 .105 .981 
YEP Membership .345 .101 3.428 .001 .148 .542 .242 .245 .241 .002 .002 1.000 
Log of the Reverse 
of Age Entered 
Program 
.057 .335 .171 .864 -.601 .715 -.062 .013 .013 .097 .103 .981 
Male -.054 .098 -.555 .579 -.246 .138 .004 -.041 
-
.039 
.004 .004 .999 
White Only -.062 .113 -.547 .584 -.283 .159 -.071 -.040 
-
.039 
.015 .015 .997 
Log of Time in 
Care 
.297 .201 1.478 .140 -.098 .692 .157 .112 .108 .072 .075 .986 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.034 .131 .260 .795 -.223 .292 .091 .019 .018 .017 .017 .997 
Program is located 
in Pinellas County 
-.166 .190 -.872 .383 -.538 .207 -.008 -.064 
-
.061 
.008 .008 .998 



























































1 5.198 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 .997 2.284 .00 .01 .00 .07 .07 .00 .00 .52 
3 .648 2.832 .00 .11 .00 .01 .69 .00 .00 .11 
4 .507 3.202 .00 .00 .00 .83 .04 .01 .03 .04 
5 .386 3.668 .00 .71 .00 .06 .09 .01 .04 .22 
6 .189 5.238 .02 .05 .03 .01 .05 .00 .49 .08 
7 .063 9.084 .01 .00 .04 .01 .06 .89 .44 .00 
8 .011 21.667 .98 .12 .92 .00 .00 .09 .00 .03 
1 1 
1 5.167 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .658 2.803 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .00 .00 .15 
4 .508 3.189 .00 .00 .00 .85 .03 .01 .03 .04 
5 .388 3.648 .00 .73 .00 .06 .10 .01 .04 .21 
6 .186 5.272 .02 .05 .04 .02 .03 .00 .50 .07 
7 .063 9.057 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .88 .42 .00 
8 .012 20.662 .97 .09 .90 .00 .00 .10 .00 .03 
2 1 
1 5.170 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.012 2.260 .00 .00 .00 .06 .09 .00 .00 .51 
3 .652 2.816 .00 .10 .00 .00 .71 .00 .00 .13 
4 .512 3.179 .00 .01 .00 .83 .02 .01 .03 .04 
5 .391 3.637 .00 .73 .00 .07 .08 .00 .04 .20 
6 .189 5.232 .02 .05 .03 .02 .04 .00 .50 .07 
7 .064 9.010 .01 .01 .04 .00 .05 .89 .42 .00 
8 .011 21.571 .97 .09 .92 .00 .01 .09 .00 .03 
3 1 
1 5.171 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.012 2.260 .00 .00 .00 .06 .09 .00 .00 .51 
3 .652 2.817 .00 .10 .00 .00 .71 .00 .00 .13 
4 .512 3.177 .00 .01 .00 .84 .01 .01 .03 .04 
5 .388 3.650 .00 .76 .00 .07 .08 .01 .04 .20 
6 .191 5.208 .02 .05 .04 .02 .04 .00 .49 .07 
7 .062 9.140 .01 .00 .06 .00 .05 .89 .43 .00 
8 .013 20.258 .97 .06 .90 .00 .00 .09 .00 .03 
4 1 
1 5.162 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .658 2.802 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .00 .00 .15 
4 .509 3.186 .00 .00 .00 .84 .03 .01 .03 .04 
5 .390 3.638 .00 .73 .00 .06 .09 .01 .04 .21 
6 .187 5.252 .02 .06 .04 .02 .04 .00 .49 .08 
7 .064 9.002 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .87 .43 .00 
8 .012 20.683 .97 .07 .90 .00 .00 .11 .00 .02 
5 1 
1 5.164 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .658 2.802 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .00 .00 .15 
4 .504 3.201 .00 .00 .00 .86 .02 .01 .03 .04 
5 .388 3.649 .00 .75 .00 .05 .09 .01 .05 .20 
6 .192 5.186 .02 .06 .04 .02 .04 .00 .49 .08 
7 .063 9.018 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .90 .42 .00 
8 .013 20.022 .97 .07 .90 .00 .01 .08 .00 .03 























0 Original data 
3 -3.069 1.00 2.9556 -1.95560 
95 -3.613 1.00 3.3020 -2.30205 
1 288 -3.490 1.00 3.2835 -2.28349 
2 481 -3.502 1.00 3.2816 -2.28157 
3 674 -3.488 1.00 3.2808 -2.28078 
4 867 -3.462 1.00 3.2662 -2.26623 
5 1060 -3.465 1.00 3.2535 -2.25349 








Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Predicted Value 3.0031 193 
Std. Predicted Value .000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.129 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 3.0019 193 
Residual .00000 193 
Std. Residual .000 193 
Stud. Residual .001 193 
Deleted Residual .00117 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual -.001 193 
Mahal. Distance 6.964 193 
Cook's Distance .005 193 
Centered Leverage Value .036 193 













OLS Regression of YEP membership on Participatory Behavior 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Mean Score for Participatory Behavior 2.4040 193 
YEP Membership .51 193 
Log of the Reverse of Age Entered 
Program 
.8706 193 
Male .40 193 
White Only .27 193 
Log of Time in Care .8066 193 
Log of Number of Placements .7202 193 
Program is located in Pinellas County .08 193 
 
Correlations 
Imputation Number:   Pooled   

























Mean Score for 
Participatory Behavior 
1.000 .304 -.045 .060 -.117 .135 .111 .018 
YEP Membership .304 1.000 -.257 .084 -.011 .050 .048 .255 
Log of the Reverse of Age 
Entered Program 
-.045 -.257 1.000 .075 .121 -.110 -.081 -.210 
Male .060 .084 .075 1.000 -.018 .100 .019 -.094 
White Only -.117 -.011 .121 -.018 1.000 -.113 .073 .239 
Log of Time in Care .135 .050 -.110 .100 -.113 1.000 .549 -.003 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.111 .048 -.081 .019 .073 .549 1.000 .174 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.018 .255 -.210 -.094 .239 -.003 .174 1.000 
Sig. (1-
tailed) 
Mean Score for 
Participatory Behavior 
 
.000 .287 .202 .052 .032 .062 .404 
YEP Membership .000  .001 .122 .439 .246 .254 .000 




.153 .048 .070 .144 .002 
Male .202 .122 .153  .400 .085 .399 .096 
White Only .052 .439 .048 .400  .060 .156 .000 
Log of Time in Care .032 .246 .070 .085 .060  .000 .486 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.062 .254 .144 .399 .156 .000 
 
.008 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
.404 .000 .002 .096 .000 .486 .008 
 
N 
Mean Score for 
Participatory Behavior 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
YEP Membership 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of the Reverse of Age 
Entered Program 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Male 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
White Only 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Time in Care 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
193 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 








Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 




0 Original data 1 .330a .109 .072 .88792 1.680 
1 1 .351c .123 .090 .88356 1.797 
2 1 .353c .125 .091 .88224 1.793 
3 1 .354c .126 .092 .88292 1.810 
4 1 .350c .122 .089 .88414 1.796 
5 1 .363c .132 .099 .87980 1.802 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, White Only, Log 
of the Reverse of Age Entered Program, YEP Membership, Log of Number of Placements 
b. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Participatory Behavior 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, Log of the 








Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
0 Original data 1 
Regression 16.034 7 2.291 2.905 .007b 
Residual 130.874 166 .788   
Total 146.907 173    
1 1 
Regression 20.323 7 2.903 3.719 .001c 
Residual 144.427 185 .781   
Total 164.750 192    
2 1 
Regression 20.482 7 2.926 3.759 .001c 
Residual 143.995 185 .778   
Total 164.477 192    
3 1 
Regression 20.708 7 2.958 3.795 .001c 
Residual 144.218 185 .780   
Total 164.925 192    
4 1 
Regression 20.135 7 2.876 3.680 .001c 
Residual 144.615 185 .782   
Total 164.750 192    
5 1 
Regression 21.723 7 3.103 4.009 .000c 
Residual 143.198 185 .774   
Total 164.921 192    
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for Participatory Behavior 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, White Only, Log of 
the Reverse of Age Entered Program, YEP Membership, Log of Number of Placements 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Program is located in Pinellas County, Log of Time in Care, Male, Log of the Reverse 








Imputation Number:   Pooled   
Model Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 95.0% 
Confidence 



















(Constant) 1.600 .474 3.376 .001 .668 2.532    .111 .119 .978 
YEP Membership .586 .136 4.308 .000 .320 .853 .304 .302 .297 .003 .003 .999 
Log of the Reverse of 
Age Entered Program 
.318 .460 .691 .490 -.588 1.223 -.045 .054 .051 .128 .138 .975 
Male .030 .132 .223 .823 -.230 .289 .060 .016 .015 .004 .004 .999 
White Only -.226 .152 
-
1.492 
.136 -.524 .071 -.117 -.109 -.103 .003 .003 .999 
Log of Time in Care .214 .266 .807 .419 -.306 .735 .135 .060 .056 .025 .026 .995 
Log of Number of 
Placements 
.158 .177 .892 .372 -.189 .505 .111 .066 .062 .014 .014 .997 
Program is located in 
Pinellas County 
-.126 .257 -.490 .624 -.629 .377 .018 -.036 -.034 .006 .006 .999 







































1 5.202 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 .994 2.288 .00 .00 .00 .07 .07 .00 .00 .53 
3 .649 2.830 .00 .11 .00 .01 .68 .00 .00 .11 
4 .510 3.193 .00 .01 .00 .80 .05 .01 .03 .03 
5 .382 3.691 .00 .70 .00 .09 .09 .01 .04 .22 
6 .187 5.268 .02 .06 .04 .01 .04 .00 .50 .08 
7 .064 8.985 .01 .00 .05 .01 .05 .89 .42 .00 
8 .011 21.675 .98 .12 .92 .00 .00 .09 .00 .03 
1 1 
1 5.167 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .658 2.803 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .00 .00 .15 
4 .508 3.189 .00 .00 .00 .85 .03 .01 .03 .04 
5 .388 3.648 .00 .73 .00 .06 .10 .01 .04 .21 
6 .186 5.272 .02 .05 .04 .02 .03 .00 .50 .07 
7 .063 9.057 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .88 .42 .00 
8 .012 20.662 .97 .09 .90 .00 .00 .10 .00 .03 
2 1 
1 5.170 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.012 2.260 .00 .00 .00 .06 .09 .00 .00 .51 
3 .652 2.816 .00 .10 .00 .00 .71 .00 .00 .13 
4 .512 3.179 .00 .01 .00 .83 .02 .01 .03 .04 
5 .391 3.637 .00 .73 .00 .07 .08 .00 .04 .20 
6 .189 5.232 .02 .05 .03 .02 .04 .00 .50 .07 
7 .064 9.010 .01 .01 .04 .00 .05 .89 .42 .00 
8 .011 21.571 .97 .09 .92 .00 .01 .09 .00 .03 
3 1 
1 5.171 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.012 2.260 .00 .00 .00 .06 .09 .00 .00 .51 
3 .652 2.817 .00 .10 .00 .00 .71 .00 .00 .13 
4 .512 3.177 .00 .01 .00 .84 .01 .01 .03 .04 
5 .388 3.650 .00 .76 .00 .07 .08 .01 .04 .20 
6 .191 5.208 .02 .05 .04 .02 .04 .00 .49 .07 
7 .062 9.140 .01 .00 .06 .00 .05 .89 .43 .00 
8 .013 20.258 .97 .06 .90 .00 .00 .09 .00 .03 
4 1 
1 5.162 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .658 2.802 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .00 .00 .15 
4 .509 3.186 .00 .00 .00 .84 .03 .01 .03 .04 
5 .390 3.638 .00 .73 .00 .06 .09 .01 .04 .21 
6 .187 5.252 .02 .06 .04 .02 .04 .00 .49 .08 
7 .064 9.002 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .87 .43 .00 
8 .012 20.683 .97 .07 .90 .00 .00 .11 .00 .02 
5 1 
1 5.164 1.000 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 
2 1.018 2.252 .00 .00 .00 .06 .10 .00 .00 .50 
3 .658 2.802 .00 .11 .00 .00 .68 .00 .00 .15 
4 .504 3.201 .00 .00 .00 .86 .02 .01 .03 .04 
5 .388 3.649 .00 .75 .00 .05 .09 .01 .05 .20 
6 .192 5.186 .02 .06 .04 .02 .04 .00 .49 .08 
7 .063 9.018 .01 .00 .05 .00 .06 .90 .42 .00 
8 .013 20.022 .97 .07 .90 .00 .01 .08 .00 .03 










Imputation Number:   Pooled   
 Mean N 
Predicted Value 2.4040 193 
Std. Predicted Value .000 193 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.175 193 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.4041 193 
Residual .00000 193 
Std. Residual .000 193 
Stud. Residual .000 193 
Deleted Residual -.00010 193 
Stud. Deleted Residual .000 193 
Mahal. Distance 6.964 193 
Cook's Distance .006 193 
Centered Leverage Value .036 193 
a. Dependent Variable: Mean Score for 
Participatory Behavior 
 
 
